May  30, 2019 


Hart  W.  Wood,  Esq. 

American  Oversight 
1030  15‘^  Street,  NW 
Suite  B255 

Washington,  DC  20005 

Re:  American  Oversight  v.  U.S.  Department  of  Education  —  May  2019  Production 

Civil  Action  No.:  l:18-cv-02582 

FOIA  Request  Nos.:  17-01727-F;  17-01730-F;  17-01732-F;  17-01734-F;  17-01737-F; 
17-01739-F 


Dear  Mr.  Wood: 

Enclosed  please  find  one  (1)  disc  containing  the  May  2019  production  of  documents  responsive 
to  the  above-captioned  FOIA  litigation. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  any  trouble  opening  the  CD,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (202) 
401-0409  or  at  Lvdia.Makande@ed.gov. 


Sincerely, 


Lydia  T.  Makande 
General  Attorney 


Enclosure: 

cc:  AUSA  Fred  Haynes  (2  discs) 


400  MARYLAND  AVE.,  S.W.  WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20202-21 10 
Our  mission  is  to  ensure  equal  access  to  education  and  to  promote  educational  excellence  throughout  the  Nation 


CVER^IGHl 


Subject: 

Attachments: 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Cc: 


McFadden,  Elizabeth 
Tuesday,  July  1 1 ,  201 7  1 1 :46  AM 

MaryJ._Cassell@omb.eop.gov;  Mar,  Sharon,"  Axt,  Kathy;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann, 
Amanda;  Hammond,  Cynthia;  Cohen,  Larry;  Cordes,  Bill;  Stanton,  Craig;  Conaty,  Joe; 
McLarnon,  Gail;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Mann,  Noah;  Philip_M_Tiz2ani@0mb.e0p.gov;  Navarro, 
Erica;  Melissa_H_Turner2@omb.eop.gov;  Neil_B._Danberg@omb.eop.gov;  Collins,  Laurie; 
Trull,  Loren  L.  EOP/OMB;  Sydor,  Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB;  Manning,  James;  Lee,  Ebony; 
Eitel,  Robert;  Rosenfelt,  Phil;  Menashi,  Steven 

Ramakis,  Jessica;  Bell-Ellwanger,  Jenn;  Derbes,  Catherine  A.  EOP/OMB;  Wyman,  Bertram 
J.  EOP/OMB;  Warner,  Julie  M.  EOP/OMB 
RE:  ED/EOP  Monthly  Meeting 

List_of_ED_Documents_for_OMB_Review_— _July_2017.docx 


All  - 


Pibast*  sect  Iheauacliwl  lor  our  rail  loiiiornivv.  Plirasb  l«i  mu  know  il  yon  have  any  questions  iti  llu' 
meantime. 

Thanks. 

Kllzabeth 

«List_of_ED_Documents_for_OMB_Review_-_July_2017.docx» 

— Original  Appointment — 

From;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Sent:  Wednesday,  January  18,  2017  1:59  PM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  'MaryJ._Cassell@omb.eop.gov';  Mar,  Sharon  (Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov);  Axt,  Kathy; 
Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Hammond,  Cynthia;  Cohen,  Larry;  Cordes,  Bill;  Stanton,  Craig;  Conaty,  Joe;  McLarnon, 
Gail;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  'Mann,  Noah';  'Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov';  Navarro,  Erica;  Melissa_H_Turner2@omb.eop.gov; 
'Neil_B._Danberg@omb.eop.gov';  Collins,  Laurie;  'Trull,  Loren  L.  EOP/OMB';  Sydor,  Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB 
(Katherine_M_Sydor@omb.eop.gov);  Manning,  James;  Lee,  Ebony;  Eitel,  Robert;  Rosenfelt,  Phil;  Menashi,  Steven 
(Steven .  Menashi  @ed  .gov) 

Cc:  Ramakis,  Jessica;  Bell-Ellwanger,  Jenn;  Derbes,  Catherine  A.  EOP/OMB;  Wyman,  Bertram  J.  EOP/OMB;  Warner,  Julie 
M.  EOP/OMB 

Subject:  ED/EOP  Monthly  Meeting 

When:  Wednesday,  July  12,  2017  9:00  AM-10:00  AM  (UTC-05:00)  Eastern  Time  (US  &  Canada). 

Where:  6E251;  Conference  Line:  Code: 

6/28  Update:  Moving  to  July  given  the  holiday  next  week. 


ED  and  EOP's  monthly  check-in  on  regulatory  and  guidance  issues. 
Conference  Line: 


Code: 


ERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000001 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000002 


IM^OTCyAa 


pyERSIGHfl 
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Subject: 

Attachments: 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Cc: 


McFadden,  Elizabeth 
Tuesday,  August  1,  2017  3:45  PM 

Axt,  Kathy;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Hammond,  Cynthia;  Cohen,  Larry;  Cordes, 
Bill;  Conaty,  Joe;  Baker,  Jeff;  McLarnon,  Gail;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  MaryJ. 
_Cassell@omb.eop.gov;  Mar,  Sharon;  Stanton,  Craig;  Mann,  Noah; 
Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov;  Navarro,  Erica;  Melissa_H_Turner2@omb.eop.gov; 
Neil_B._Danberg@omb.eop.gov;  Collins,  Laurie;  Trull,  Loren  L.  EOP/OMB;  Sydor, 
Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB;  Manning,  James;  Lee,  Ebony;  Eitel,  Robert;  Menashi,  Steven; 
Rosenfelt,  Phil 

Ramakis,  Jessica;  Bell-Ellwanger,  Jenn;  Derbes,  Catherine  A.  EOP/OMB;  Warner,  Julie  M. 
EOP/OMB;  Wyman,  Bertram  J.  EOP/OMB;  Simpson,  Daniel;  Disario,  Rachel;  Lahey,  Alisa; 
Schlichter,  Levon 
RE:  ED/EOP  Monthly  Meeting 

List_of_ED_Documents_for_OMB_Review_"_August_201 7  v2.docx 


All- 


PlcdSt*  set?  rhea(l.t(  lur{l  cli.iil  (ot  dui  ttirctinn  tomoirtiw. 

Thanks. 

Cllvtaln;!!* 

«List_of_ED_Documents_for_OMB_Review_-_Augusl_201 7  v2.docx» 

— Original  Appointment — 

From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Sent:  Wednesday,  January  18,  2017  1:59  PM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Axt,  Kathy;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Hammond,  Cynthia;  Cohen,  Larry;  Cordes,  Bill; 
Conaty,  Joe;  Baker,  Jeff;  McLarnon,  Gail;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  'Mary_I._Cassell@omb.eop.gov‘;  Mar,  Sharon 
(Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov);  Stanton,  Craig;  'Mann,  Noah';  'Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov';  Navarro,  Erica; 
Melissa_H_Tumer2@omb.eop.gov;  'NeiLB._Danberg@omb.eop.gov';  Collins,  Laurie;  Trull,  Loren  L.  EOP/OMB';  Sydor, 
Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB  (Katherine_M_Sydor@omb.eop.gov);  Manning,  James;  Lee,  Ebony;  Eitel,  Robert 
Cc:  Ramakis,  Jessica;  Bell-Ellwanger,  Jenn;  Derbes,  Catherine  A.  EOP/OMB;  Warner,  Julie  M.  EOP/OMB;  Wyman,  Bertram 
J.  EOP/OMB;  Simpson,  Daniel;  Disario,  Rachel;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Schlichter,  Levon 
Subject:  ED/EOP  Monthly  Meeting 

When:  Wednesday,  August  02,  2017  9:00  AM-10:00  AM  (UTC-05:00)  Eastern  Time  (US  8i  Canada). 

Where:  6E251;  Conference  Line:  Code:^^^^| 

ED  and  EOP's  monthly  check-in  on  regulatory  and  guidance  issues. 

Conference  Line: 


Code: 


\ 
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pVERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000004 


■mtFftvoopixi 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc 


Subject: 

Attachments: 


Malawer,  Hilary 

Friday,  August  18,  2017  12:44  PM 
Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

BD2Legal;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Lahey, 
Alisa;  Chesley,  Susan;  McLarnon,  Gail;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell, 
Barbara 

RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 
8-18  Clean.docx;  8-18  Redline.docx 


Hi  Sharon- 

Attached  is  a  revised  document  (clean  and  redlined  against  the  document  0MB  provided  on  July  27th),  Let  us  know  if 
you  have  any  questions. 

ThanksI 

Hilary 

— Original  Message — 

From:  Hunt,  AlexT.  EOP/OMB  (mailto:Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov) 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  27, 2017  2:18  PM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB 

Cc;  BD2User;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

Elizabeth  -  We  just  have  these  additional  legal  questions. 


pVERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000008 


Thanks. 


— Original  Message — 

From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  [mailto:Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov] 

Sent;  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  1:54  PM 

To;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB  <Elizabeth_M_Ashley@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB 
<Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov> 

Cc:  BD2User  <BD2User@ed.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

Thanks,  Libby,  for  sending  these  for  the  call.  Alex,  do  you  have  a  sense  of  when  you  will  be  able  to  send  the  other 
comments? 

Thanks. 

Elizabeth 

— Original  Message — 

From;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Elizabeth_M_Ashley@omb.eop.govl 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  11:36  AM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB 

Cc;:Chesley,  Susan;  Simpson,  Daniel;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB; 
Malawer,  Hilary;  Siegel,  Brian;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Hong,  Caroline;  BD2User;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

These  aren't  all  the  comments,  but  they  are  probably  the  important  ones  for  this  call. 

— Original  Message — 

From:  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB 
Sent;  Thursday,  July  27, 2017  10:42  AM 

To:  'McFadden,  Elizabeth'  <Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov>;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB 
<Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov> 


2 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000009 


Cc;  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@eci.gov>;  Simpson,  Daniel  <Daniel.Simpson@ed.gov>;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB 
<Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  AlexT.  EOP/OMB  <Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 
<Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilary.Malawer@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel@>ed.gov>;  Lahey, 
Alisa  <Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong(5)ed.gov>;  BD2User<BD2User@ed.gov>;  Cassell,  Mary  I. 
EOP/OMB  <MaryJ._Cassell@)omb.eop.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 


I,  but  for  now,  please  find  attached  a  spreadsheet  that  we 


hope  to  walk  through  during  the  call. 


— Original  Message — 

From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  |mailto:Elizabeth.McFadden(®ed.gov) 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  10:27  AM 

To:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani(5)omb.eop.gov> 

Cc:  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley(S)ed.gov>;  Simpson,  Daniel  <Daniel.Simpson(S)ed.gov>;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB 
<Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov>;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB  <Elizabeth_M_Ashley@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  Alex  T, 
EOP/OMB  <Alexander_T._Hunt@)omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  Malawer,  Hilary 
<Hilary.Malawer@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa  <Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline 
<Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  BD2User<BD2User@ed.gov>;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB  <MaryJ._Cassell@omb.eop.gov> 
Subject:  Re:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

That  works.  Thank  you.  Is  there  any  way  we  could  see  the  comments  before  the  call?  That  may  help  facilitate  our 
discussion. 


Sent  from  my  iPhone 


>  On  Jul  27,  2017,  at  10:21  AM,  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani(S)omb.eop.gov>  wrote: 

> 


>  Hi  Elizabeth  -  since  the  OMB/ED  budget  folks  have  a  call  from  11  - 11:30,  our  proposal  is  to  start  on  the  BD  RIA  at 
approximately  11:30.  If  it's  alright,  can  we  just  send  this  group  an  email  when  the  budget  call  is  over?  We'll  be  using  the 
same  conference  line: 

> 


>  Dial-in: 

> 


/Leader  code:  I 


/Participant  code:  i 


>  Thanks! 

> 

>  — Original  Message — 

>  From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  (mailto:Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov] 

>  Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  9:31  AM 
>To:  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@ed.gov> 

>  Cc: Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov>;  Simpson,  Daniel  <Daniel.Simpson@ed.gov>;  Mann, 
NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov>;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB 

<Elizabeth_M_Ashley@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  <Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon 
EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilary.Malawer@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian 
<Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa  <Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  BD2User 
<BD2User@ed.gov> 

>  Subject:  Re:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 


>  Philip,  I  think  others  may  want  to  join.  Could  you  send  around  a  conference  line? 

> 


>  Sent  from  my  iPhone 

> 


VL/iSiGHT 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000010 


»  On  Jul  27, 2017,  at  8:55  AM,  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.ChesleY@ed.gov>  wrote: 

» 

»  Philip, 

»  Would  10  work  for  you?  We  are  fairly  booked  for  much  of  the  afternoon,  so  discussing  this  before  our  call  at  11 
would  be  good  if  possible. 

» 

»  Thanks, 

»  Susan 
» 

»  — Original  Message — 

»  From:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov] 

»  Sent:  Wednesday,  July  26,  2017  6:37  PM 
»To:  Simpson,  Daniel;  Chesley,  Susan 

»  Cc:  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB; 
McFadden,  Elizabeth 
»  Subject:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 
» 

»  Hi  Daniel  and  Susan, 

» 


» 

»  Can  you  let  us  know  a  few  times  tomorrow  we  might  be  able  to  talk  to  you  both? 
» 

» (adding  Alex,  Sharon,  and  Elizabeth  for  their  records  and  awareness) 

» 

»  Thanks, 

»  Philip 


P'^ersIght 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-00001 1 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000012 


fin*  M  Ptinc^  Aa 


PVERSiGHfB 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000013 


F«ii«mp  M  MonaMtim  te 


pyERSIGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000014 


■mt  Ffvm^AtMcnMMn  n  Pnncv  Ad 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000015 


J^VERSiGHfl 


■vwFMvoa^l 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000016 


tTmrriinnr  rifnmrrunyiiiniiiri  Hn 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000017 


iMPnNC^Aa 


J3VERSIGH 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000018 


■wtFfrMawMi 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000019 


iMPiMC^Aa 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000020 


iMPnMcyta 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000021 


■«wF<vmiwbii(I 


mftmcvAa 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000022 


pyERSIGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000023 


fnt  rmmw  nf  iMwnn  n  Pwcy  Aa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000024 


iMPnMC^Aa 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000025 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000026 


TT!  ' 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000027 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000028 


mPnMc^Aa 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000029 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000030 


■«»  FMvoapixi 


mPiMc^Ao 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000031 


PVERSIGHTB 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000032 


iM^wKyAa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000033 


m^incvAo 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000034 


mPnmcyta 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000035 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000036 


■«»  FttMOKJiUitenMMn  »«  PINKT  Aa 


pyERSIGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000037 


PVERSIGHTM 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000038 


fir^rtiiiinr  rifmUTi— nurmniiai  nn 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000039 


TTi  ' 


PVERSIGH 


iL 


iMPimqrta 


«■*  ■  " 


pVERSIGHT 


31 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000042 


iMPnncyAa 


PVERSIGHTB 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000044 


IMPlMCyta 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000045 


TT!  ' 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000046 


iMPiMcyAa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000047 


fm  rniiinr  ririnlirrMtnT~nriinr|  ‘  i 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000048 


TTi  ' 


PVERSIGH 


iL 


■«w  Fftvagfiix  Monvam  M  PnMcy  Aa 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000050 


iMPnracyta 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000051 


m^incvAa 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000052 


■«»  FfirtagefUBicnMM  m  Ptmc^  Ad 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000053 


J^VERSiGHfl 


■mtFMwagiBMi 


J3VERSIGH 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000054 


fuM  riiiiinr  rirninrr— nuynriiiri  iin 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000055 


J^VERSiGHfl 


■w»Ff<«agpixi 


iMPimeyAa 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000056 


■»  FftvooejiitricnHMn  *«  Pnncv  Aa 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000057 


J^VERSiGHfl 


fim  rniiinn  rnirilirrniiriiinii«i  nn 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000058 


TTi  ' 


PVERSIGH 


iL 


iMPnmcr^ 


■«»  FurMopiXI 


iMPiMcyAa 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000060 


■«v  FMvooeJlUi^enMMn  n  PiiMcv  Aa 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000062 


J^VERSiGHfl 


■•wHirMawtrti 


J3VERSIGH 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000063 


■mtFNtgQpi 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000064 


fintFitvaapcKi 


iMPiaK^Aa 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000065 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000066 


iM^iMcyAa 


pyERSIGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000067 


fimmiiinr  nfriHir— onnnriiiai  nn 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000068 


■«W  FMWotKiilManMMO  M  Pnncy  Ad 


PVERSIGHTB 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000069 


TT!  ■ 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000070 


mPimc^Ao 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000071 


■««  FM«a«uU(*nHm  m  Ptincr  Aa 


pyERSIGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000072 


IMPtlMCyAa 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000073 


From: 

Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb,eop.gov> 

Sent: 

Friday,  August  18,  2017  12:46  PM 

To: 

Maiawer,  Hilary 

Cc 

BD2Legal;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Lahey, 
Alisa;  Chesley,  Susan;  McLarnon,  Gail;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell, 
Barbara 

Subject: 

RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

Thanks  Hilary.  We've  been  waiting  for  these  revisions! 

I  wiii  give  foiks  til  mid-late  next  week  to  provide  feedback. 

Sharon 

— Originai  Message — 

From:  Maiawer,  Hilary  Im3ilto:Hilary.Malawer(5)ed.govl 

Sent;  Friday,  August  18,  2017  12:44  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@)omb.eop.gov> 

Cc;  BD2Legal  <BD2Legal@ed.gov>;  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Eli2abeth.McFadden@ed.gov>;  Menashi,  Steven 
<Steven.Menashi@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Alis3.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@ed.gov>;  McLarnon,  Gail  <Gail.McLarnon@ed.gov>;  Mahaffie, 
Lynn  <Lynn.Mahaffie@ed.gov>;  Weisman,  Annmarie  <Annmarie.Weisman@ed.gov>;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara 
<Barbara.Hoblitzell@ed.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

Hi  Sharon- 

Attached  is  a  revised  document  (clean  and  redlined  against  the  document  0MB  provided  on  July  27th).  Let  us  know  if 
you  have  any  questions. 

Thanks! 

Hilary 


— Original  Message — 

From:  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.govl 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  2:18  PM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB 

Cc;.BD2User;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

Elizabeth  -  We  just  have  these  additional  legal  questions. 
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I  have  also  attached  the  documents  you  have  already  received  so  that  you  have  everything  in  one  place. 


Thanks. 

— Original  Message — 

From;  McFadden,  Elizabeth  [mailto:Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov] 

Sent;  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  1:54  PM 

To:  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB  <Elizabeth_M_Ashley@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB 
<Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov> 

Cc:  BD2User  <BD2User@ed.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

Thanks,  Libby,  for  sending  these  for  the  call.  Alex,  do  you  have  a  sense  of  when  you  will  be  able  to  send  the  other 
comments? 

Thanks. 

Elizabeth 
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— Original  Message — 

From:  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Elizabeth_M_Ashley@omb.eop.govl 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  11:36  AM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB 

Cc:  Chesley,  Susan;  Simpson,  Daniel;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  AlexT.  EOP/OMB:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB; 
Malawer,  Hilary;  Siegel,  Brian;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Hong,  Caroline;  BD2User;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB 
Subject;  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

These  aren't  all  the  comments,  but  they  are  probably  the  important  ones  for  this  call. 

— Original  Message — 

From:  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB 
Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  10:42  AM 

To:  'McFadden,  Elizabeth'  <Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov>;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB 
<Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov> 

Cc:  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@ed.gov>;  Simpson,  Daniel  <Daniel.Simpson@ed.gov>;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB 
<Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  <Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 
<Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  Malaw/er,  Hilary  <Hilary.Malawer@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Lahey, 
Alisa  <Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  BD2User<BD2User@ed.gov>;  Cassell,  Mary  I. 
EOP/OMB  <MaryJ._Cassell@omb.eop.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 


but  for  now,  please  find  attached  a  spreadsheet  that  we 


hope  to  walk  through  during  the  call. 


— Original  Message — 

From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  [mailto:Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov] 

Sent;  Thursday,  July  27, 2017  10:27  AM 

To;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov> 

Cc;;  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@ed.gov>;  Simpson,  Daniel  <Daniel.Simpson@ed.gov>;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB 
<Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov>;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB <Elizabeth_M_Ashley@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  AlexT. 
EOP/OMB  <Alexander_T,_Hunt@omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  Malawer,  Hilary 
<Hilary.Malawer@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa  <Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline 
<Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  BD2User  <BD2User@ed.gov>;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB  <MaryJ._Cassell@omb.eop.gov> 
Subject:  Re;  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 


That  works.  Thank  you.  Is  there  any  way  we  could  see  the  comments  before  the  call?  That  may  help  facilitate  our 
discussion. 


Sent  from  my  iPhone 

>  On  Jul  27,  2017,  at  10:21  AM,  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov>  wrote: 

> 

>  Hi  Elizabeth  -  since  the  OMB/ED  budget  folks  have  a  call  from  11-11:30,  our  proposal  is  to  start  on  the  BD  RIA  at 
approximately  11:30.  If  it's  alright,  can  we  just  send  this  group  an  email  when  the  budget  call  is  over?  We'll  be  using  the 
same  conference  line: 


>  Dial-in: 

> 

> Thanks! 

> 

>  — Original  Message — 


Leader  code:  I 


/Participant  code: 
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>  From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  (mailto:Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.govl 

>  Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  9:31  AM 

>  To:  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@ed.gov> 

>  Cc:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov>;  Simpson,  Daniel  <Daniel.Simpson@ed.gov>;  Mann, 
NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov>;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB 

<Elizabeth_M_Ashley@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  <Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon 
EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilary.Malawer@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian 
<Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa  <Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  BD2User 
<BD2User@ed.gov> 

>  Subject:  Re:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

> 

>  Philip,  I  think  others  may  want  to  join.  Could  you  send  around  a  conference  line? 

> 

>  Sent  from  my  iPhone 

> 

»  On  Jul  27,  2017,  at  8:55  AM,  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@ed.gov>  wrote: 

» 

»  Philip, 

»  Would  10  work  for  you?  We  are  fairly  booked  for  much  of  the  afternoon,  so  discussing  this  before  our  call  at  11 
would  be  good  if  possible. 

» 

»  Thanks, 

»  Susan 
» 

»  — Original  Message — 

»  From:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov] 

»  Sent:  Wednesday,  July  26,  2017  6:37  PM 
»  To:  Simpson,  Daniel;  Chesley,  Susan 

»  Cc:  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB; 
McFadden,  Elizabeth 
»  Subject:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 
» 

»  Hi  Daniel  and  Susan, 

» 


» 

»  Can  you  let  us  know  a  few  times  tomorrow  we  might  be  able  to  talk  to  you  both? 
» 

» (adding  Alex,  Sharon,  and  Elizabeth  for  their  records  and  awareness) 

» 

»  Thanks, 

»  Philip 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc 


Subject: 

Attachments: 


Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb,eop.gov> 

Wednesday,  August  23,  2017  1:40  PM 
Malawer,  Hilary 

BD2Legal;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Lahey, 
Alisa;  Chesley,  Susan;  McLarnon,  Gail;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell, 
Barbara 

RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 
8-18  Clean  (eop).docx 


Hilary, 


Attached  are  some  suggested  edits  for  ED  to  consider. 


Thanks, 

Sharon 


— Original  Message — 

From;  Malawer,  Hilary  (mailto:Hilarv.Malawer(fi)ed.gov]  i,  .j  j,' 

Sent;  Friday,  August  18, 2017  12;44  PM  I ,  i  j', 

To;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>  [j  i'|i’ ’''|i 

Cc;  BD2Legal  <BD2Legal@ed.gov>;  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth.McFadden(5)ed.gov>;  Menashi,  Steven 
<Steven.Menashi@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel(S)ed.gov>;  Hpng,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong(a)ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@ed.gov>;  McLarnon,  Gail  <Gail. McLarnon@ed.gov>,-  Mahaffie, 
Lynn  <Lynn.Mahaffie@ed.gov>;  Weisman,  Annmarie  <Annmarie.Weisman@ed.gov>;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara 
<Barbara.Hoblitzell@ed.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

Hi  Sharon- 

Attached  is  a  revised  document  (clean  and  redlined  against  the  document  0MB  provided  on  July  27th).  Let  us  know  if 
you  have  any  questions. 

Thanks! 

Hilary 

— Original  Message — 

From:  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  {mailto:Alexander_T,_Hunt@omb.eop.gov) 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  27, 2017  2:18  PM 

To;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB 

Cc;  BD2User;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

Subject;  RE;  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

Elizabeth  -  We  just  have  these  additional  legal  questions. 
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I  have  also  attached  the  documents  you  have  already  received  so  that  you  have  everything  in  one  place. 
Thanks. 


— Original  Message — 

From;  McFadden,  Elizabeth  [mailto:Elizabelh.McFadden(S)ed.gov) 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  1:54  PM  ■  -  .  _ ' 

To:  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB  <Eli2abeth_MlAshley(5)omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB 
<Alexander_T._Hunt(S)omb.eop.gov>  _  . 

Cc;  BD2User  <BD2User@ed.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Subject;  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 


Thanks,  Libby,  for  sending  these  for  the  call.  Alex,  do  you  have  a  sense  of  when  you  will  be  able  to  send  the  other 
comments? 


pVE,1SIGHT 
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Thanks. 


Elizabeth 

— Original  Message — 

From:  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB  (mailto:Elizabeih_M_Ashlev@omb.eop.govJ 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  11:36  AM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB 

Cc:  Chesley,  Susan;  Simpson,  Daniel;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB; 
Malawer,  Hilary;  Siegel,  Brian;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Hong,  Caroline;  BD2User;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

These  aren't  all  the  comments,  but  they  are  probably  the  important  ones  for  this  call. 

— Original  Message — 

From:  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB 
Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  10:42  AM 

To:  'McFadden,  Elizabeth'  <Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov>;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB 
<Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov> 

Cc:  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Cheslev@ed.gov>;  Simpson,  Daniel  <Daniel.Simpson@ed.gov>;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB 
<Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  <Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 
<Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilary.Malawer@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Lahey, 
Alisa  <Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  BD2User  <BD2User@ed.gov>;  Cassell,  Mary  I. 
EOP/OMB  <MarvJ._Cassell@omb.eop.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 


hope  to  walk  through  during  the  call. 


but  for  now,  please  find  attached  a  spreadsheet  that  we 


— Original  Message — 

From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  [mailto:Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.govJ 
Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  10:27  AM 

To:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov>  .  ;>  :.i 

Cc:  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Cheslev@ed.gov>;  Simpson,  Daniel  <DanieJ.Simpsop@ed.gov>;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB 
<Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov>;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB  <Elkab«Ch_M_Ashley@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  AlexT. 
EOP/OMB  <Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  Malawer,  Hilary 
<Hilary.Malawer@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa  <;Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline 
<Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  BD2User  <BD2User@ed.gov>;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB  <Marv_l._Cassell@omb.eop.gov> 
Subject:  Re:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

That  works.  Thank  you.  Is  there  any  way  we  could  see  the  comments  before  the  call?  That  may  help  facilitate  our 
discussion. 


Sent  from  my  iPhone 

>  On  Jul  27,  2017,  at  10:21  AM,  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov>  wrote: 

> 

>  Hi  Elizabeth  -  since  the  OMB/ED  budget  folks  have  a  call  from  11  - 11:30,  our  proposal  is  to  start  on  the  BD  RIA  at 
approximately  11:30.  If  it's  alright,  can  we  just  send  this  group  an  email  when  the  budget  call  is  over?  We'll  be  using  the 
same  conference  line: 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000081 
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>  Dial-in: 

> 

> Thanks! 

> 

>  — Original  Message- 


1/Leader  codes 


/Participant  code: 


>  From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  (mailto:Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov] 

>  Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  9:31  AM 

>  To:  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@ed.gov> 

>  Cc:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov>;  Simpson,  Daniel  <Daniel.Simpson@ed.gov>;  Mann, 
NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov>;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB 

<Elizabeth_M_Ashley@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  Alex  T,  EOP/OMB  <Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon 
EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilary.Malawer@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian 
<Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa  <Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  BD2User 
<BD2User@ed.gov> 

>  Subject:  Re:  Touch  base  on  BO  RIA 

> 

>  Philip,  I  think  others  may  want  to  join.  Could  you  send  around  a  conference  line? 


>  Sent  from  my  iPhone 

> 

»  On  Jul  27,  2017,  at  8:55  AM,  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@ed.gov>  wrote: 

» 

»  Philip, 

»  Would  10  work  for  you?  We  are  fairly  booked  for  much  of  the  afternoon,  so  discussing  this  before  our  call  at  11 
would  be  good  if  possible. 

» 

»  Thanks, 

»  Susan 


» 

»  — Original  Message — 

»  From:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.govi 
»  Sent:  Wednesday,  July  26,  2017  6:37  PM 
»  To:  Simpson,  Daniel;  Chesley,  Susan 

»  Cc:  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB; 
McFadden,  Elizabeth 
»  Subject:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 
» 

»  Hi  Daniel  and  Susan, 

» 


»  Can  you  let  us  know  a  few  times  tomorrow  we  might  be  able  to  talk  to  you  both? 
» 

»  (adding  Alex,  Sharon,  and  Elizabeth  for  their  records  and  awareness) 

» 

»  Thanks, 

»  Philip 
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From: 

Malawer,  Hilary 

Sent: 

Wednesday,  August  23,  2017  2:07  PM 

To: 

Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

Cc 

BD2Legal;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Lahey, 
Alisa;  Chesley,  Susan;  McLarnon,  Gail;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell, 
Barbara 

Subject: 

Re:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

Thank  you,  Sharon! 


Sent  from  my  iPhone 


>  On  Aug  23,  2017,  at  1:39  PM,  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>  wrote: 

> 


>  Thanks, 

>  Sharon 

> 

> 

> 

>  — Original  Message . 

>  From;  Malawer,  Hilary  (mailto:Hilary.Malawer(S)ed.gov] 

>  Sent:  Friday,  August  18, 2017  12:44  PM 

>To;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar(S)omb.eop.gov> 

>  Cc:  BD2Legal  <BD2Legal@ed.gov>;  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov>;  Menashi,  Steven 
<Steven.Menashi@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley(S)ed.gov>;  McLarnon,  Gail  <Gail.McLarnon@ed.gov>;  Mahaffie, 
Lynn  <Lynn.Mahaffie(5)ed.gov>;  Weisman,  Annmarie<Annmarie.Weisman(a)ed.gov>;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara 
<Barbara.Hoblitzell@ed.gov> 

>  Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

> 

>  HI Sharon- 

> 

>  Attached  is  a  revised  document  (clean  and  redlined  against  the  document  0MB  provided  on  July  27th).  Let  us  know  if 
you  have  any  questions. 

> 

>  Thanks! 

> 

>  Hilary 

> 


>  — Original  Message — 

>  From:  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  (mailto;Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov) 

>  Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  2:18  PM 

>To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB 
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>  Cc:  BD2User;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

>  Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

> 

>  Elizabeth  -  We  Just  have  these  additional  legal  questions. 


> 


> 


>  I  have  also  attached  the  documents  you  have  already  received  so  that  you  have  everything  in  one  place. 

> 

>  Thanks. 

> 

>  — Original  Message — 

>  From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  (mailto:Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov] 

>  Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  1:54  PM 

>To:  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB  <Elizabeth_M_Ashley@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  AlexT.  EOP/OMB 
<Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov> 

>  Cc;  BD2User  <BD2User@ed.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 
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>  Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

> 

>  Thanks,  Libby,  for  sending  these  for  the  call.  Alex,  do  you  have  a 

> 

>  Thanks. 

> 

>  Elizabeth 

> 

>  — Original  Message — 

>  From:  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Elizabeth_M_Ashley(5)omb.eop.govj 

>  Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  11:36  AM 

>To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB 

>  Cc:  Chesley,  Susan;  Simpson,  Daniel;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB; 
Malawer,  Hilary;  Siegel,  Brian;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Hong,  Caroline;  BD2User;  Cassell,  Mary  I,  EOP/OMB 

>  Subject:  RE:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

> 

>  These  aren't  all  the  comments,  but  they  are  probably  the  Important  ones  for  this  call. 


>  — Original  Message — 

>  From:  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB 

>  Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  10:42  AM 

>To:  'McFadden,  Elizabeth'  <Elizabeth.McFadden(S)ed.gov>;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB 
<Philip_M_Tizzani@>omb.eop.gov> 

>  Cc:  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@ed.gov>;  Simpson,  Daniel  <Daniel.Simpson@ed.gov>;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB 
<Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  <Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 
<Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilary.Malawer(5)ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel@)ed.gov>;  Lahey, 
Alisa  <Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  BD2User<BD2User@ed.gov>;  Cassell,  Mary  I. 
EOP/OMB  <MaryJ._Cassell@omb.eop.gov> 

>  Subject:  RE:  touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

but  for  now,  please  find  attached  a  spreadsheet  that 


we  hope  to  walk  through  during  the  call. 
> 


>  — Original  Message — 

>  From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  (mailto:Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.govl 

>  Sent:  Thursday,  July  27,  2017  10:27  AM 

>  To:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov> 

>  Cc:  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@ed.gov>;  Simpson,  Daniel  <Daniel.Simpson@ed.gov>;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB 
<Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov>;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB  <Elizabeth_M_Ashley@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  Alex  T. 
EOP/OMB  <Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  Malawer,  Hilary 
<Hilary.Malawer@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa  <Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline 
<Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  BD2User  <BD2User@ed.gov>;  Cassell,  Mary  I,  EOP/OMB  <Mary_l._Cassell@omb.eop.gov> 

>  Subject:  Re:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 

> 

>That  works.  Thank  you.  Is  there  any  way  we  could  see  the  comments  before  the  call?  That  may  help  facilitate  our 
discussion. 

> 

>  Sent  from  my  iPhone 

> 

»  On  Jul  27,  2017,  at  10:21  AM,  Tizzani,  Philip  M,  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov>  wrote: 

» 
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»  Hi  Elizabeth  -  since  the  OMB/ED  budget  folks  have  a  call  from  11  - 11:30,  our  proposal  is  to  start  on  the  BD  RIA  at 
approximately  11:30.  If  it's  alright,  can  we  just  send  this  group  an  email  when  the  budget  call  is  over?  We'll  be  using  the 
same  conference  line: 

» 

»  Dial-in:  j^^^^^H/Eeader  code: 

» 

»  Thanks! 

» 

»  — Original  Message — 

»  From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  [mailto:Elizabeth.McFadden(5)ed.govl 
»  Sent:  Thursday,  July  27, 2017  9:31  AM 
»To:  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@ed.gov> 

»  Cc:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov>;  Simpson,  Daniel  <Daniel.Simpson@ed.gov>; 
Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov>;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB 
<Elizabeth_M_Ashley@omb.eop.gov>;  Hunt,  AlexT.  EOP/OMB  <Alexander_T._Hunt@omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon 
EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilary.Malawer@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian 
<Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa  <Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  BD2User 
<BD2User@ed.gov> 

»  Subject:  Re:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 
» 

»  Philip,  I  think  others  may  want  to  join.  Could  you  send  around  a  conference  line? 

» 

»  Sent  from  my  iPhone 
» 

»>  On  Jul  27,  2017,  at  8:55  AM,  Chesley,  Susan  <Susan.Chesley@ed.gov>  wrote: 

»> 

»>  Philip, 

»>  Would  10  work  for  you?  We  are  fairly  booked  for  much  of  the  afternoon,  so  discussing  this  before  our  call  at  11 
would  be  good  if  possible. 

>» 

»>  Thanks, 

»>  Susan 
»> 

»>  — Original  Message — 

»>  From:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov] 

»>  Sent:  Wednesday,  July  26, 2017  6:37  PM 
»>  To:  Simpson,  Daniel;  Chesley,  Susan 

»>  Cc:  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB; 
McFadden,  Elizabeth 
»>  Subject:  Touch  base  on  BD  RIA 
>» 

»>  Hi  Daniel  and  Susan, 

»> 


>» 


>»  Can  you  let  us  know  a  few  times  tomorrow  we  might  be  able  to  talk  to  you  both? 
»> 

»>  (adding  Alex,  Sharon,  and  Elizabeth  for  their  records  and  awareness) 

»> 


.  r 
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»>  Thanks, 

»>  Philip 

>  <8-18  Clean  (eop).docx> 
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From:  Malawer,  Hilary 

Sent:  Monday,  August  28,  2017  11:36  AM 

To:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Amann,  Amanda;  Sydor,  Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB 

(Katherine_M_Sydor@omb.eop.gov);  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Schlichter,  Levon; 
Disario,  Rachel;  Andrade,  Amanda;  Finley,  Steve;  Hong,  Caroline;  Siegel,  Brian;  Mahaffie, 
Lynn;  McLarnon,  Gail;  Macias,  Wendy;  Smith,  Brian;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Arnold,  Nathan; 
Weisman,  Annmarie;  Filter,  Scott;  BD2Legal;  GE17Legal;  Smith,  Kathleen;  Cassell,  Mary; 
Mann,  Noah  (Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov);  'Carroll,  William 
(William_S_Carroll@omb.eop.gov)’;  John.W.Gray@omb.eop.gov; 
bradley.e.bishop@omb.eop.gov 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 


Thanl^o  much  for  very  quick  work  on  this— we  truly  appreciate  it. 

Just  let  us  know  IF  you  need  anything  else  from  us. 

Thanks  again, 

Hilary 

From:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto;Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov] 

Sent:  Friday,  August  25,  2017  12:03  PM 
To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB;  Malawer,  Hilary 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Amann,  Amanda;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Sydor,  Katherine  M. 
EOP/OMB;  Carroll,  William  S.  EOP/OMB;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Bishop,  Bradley  E.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  OMB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 

Hillary, 


Philip 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

Sent:  Wednesday,  August  23, 2017  9:36  PM 
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To:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilarv.Malawefg>ed.gov> 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth  McFadden(:5)i;d.gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Am3nda.Amanngied.gov>:  Cassell,  Mary  I. 
EOP/OMB  <Marv  I.  CasseH(5)omb,eoo.gov>:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philini  M  Tizzanig>omb.eop,gov>:  Mann, 
NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <Noah  S  Maimgiomb  eoo.gnv>:  Sydor,  Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB 
<Katherine  M  Svdorg)omb.eop.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 
Hilary, 

I  am  adding  the  budget  branch  on  this  chain  in  case  they  have  any  comments.  Since  I  will  be  out  of  the  office,  can  you 
guys  send  directly  to  Hilary?  If  there  are  no  additional  comments,  we  are  good  to  clear. 

Sharon 

From:  Malawer,  Hilary  fmailto:Hilarv.MalaweffS>ed.gov1 

Sent:  Wednesday,  August  23,  2017  5:17  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Shaton  Mar(Somb.eoD.gov> 

Cc:  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  <Atexander  T.  Huntg)omb.eop  gov>:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabetri.McFaodeng)ed.Rov>: 
Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann(5)ed.e',ov> 

Subject:  FW:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 
Hi  Sharon— 


Hilary 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  rmailto:5haron  Mariaomb.eop.' lov] 

Sent:  Friday,  August  18,  2017  12:33  PM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda 

Subject:  RE:  ED  Notice  Announcing  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Committees  and  Soliciting  Nominations 
Hi  Elizabeth, 

Please  find  EOP  comments  attached. 

Also-  any  updates  on  BD IFR?  I  am  home  sick  right  now— feel  free  to  call  me  on  my  cell  if  needed. 
Sharon 

From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  fmailto  Elizabeth.McFaddengied.govI 

Sent:  Monday,  August  14,  2017  1:39  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharo'i  iviar(5)omb.eop.gov> 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilafv  Malawer (5)ed.gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amanniaed.eQv> 
Subject:  ED  Notice  Announcing  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Committees  and  Soliciting  Nominations 
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Sharon  - 


Please  let  us  know  if  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns  regarding  this  notice. 
Thanks. 

Elizabeth 


Elizabeth  A.  M.  McFadden 

Deputy  General  Counsel  for  Ethics,  Legislative  Counsel, 
and  Regulatory  Services 
U.S.  Department  of  Education 

:'IIZ3h-;tl:.:iM  ul  !  L»n(ffled.°OV 
202-401-6307 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 


Subject: 


Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB  < MaryJ._Cassell@omb.eop.gov> 

Monday,  August  28,  2017  11:41  AM 
Malawer,  Hilary;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB 

McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Amann,  Amanda;  Sydor,  Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB;  Amann,  Amanda; 
Lahey,  Alisa;  Schlichter,  Levon;  Disario,  Rachel;  Andrade,  Amanda;  Finley,  Steve;  Hong, 
Caroline;  Siegel,  Brian;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  McLarnon,  Gail;  Macias,  Wendy;  Smith,  Brian; 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Arnold,  Nathan;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Filter,  Scott;  BD2Legal; 
GE17Legal;  Smith,  Kathleen;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Carroll,  William  S.  EOP/OMB; 
Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Bishop,  Bradley  E.  EOP/OMB 
RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 


Many  thanks!  And  thanks  for  moving  the  rulemaking  process  forward  so  quickiy. 

From:  Malawer,  Hilary  [mailto:Hilary.Malawer@ed.gov) 

Sent:  Monday,  August  28,  2017  11:36  AM 

To:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov> 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov>;  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.gov>;  Sydor,  Katherine 
M.  EOP/OMB  <Katherine_M_Sydor@omb.eop.gov>;  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Schlichter,  Levon  <Levon.Schlichter@ed.gov>;  Disario,  Rachel  <Rachel.Disario@ed.gov>; 
Andrade,  Amanda  <Amanda.Andrade@ed.gov>;  Finley,  Steve  <Steve.Finley@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline 
<Caroline.Hong@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lynn.Mahaffie@ed.gov>;  McLarnon, 
Gail  <Gail.McLarnon@ed.gov>;  Macias,  Wendy  <Wendy.Macias@ed.gov>;  Smith,  Brian  <Brian.Smith@ed.gov>; 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Barbara.Hoblitzell@ed.gov>;  Arnold,  Nathan  <Nathan.Arnold@ed.gov>;  Weisman,  Annmarie 
<Annmarie.Weisman@ed.gov>;  Filter,  Scott  <Scott.Filter@ed.gov>;  BD2Legal  <BD2Legal@ed.gov>;  GE17Legal 
<GE17Legal@ed.gov>;  Smith,  Kathleen  <Kathleen.Smith@ed.gov>;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB 
<Mary_l._Cassell@omb.eop.gov>;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov>;  Carroll,  William  S. 
EOP/OMB  <William_S_Carroll@omb.eop.gov>;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB  <John.W.Gray@omb.eop.gov>;  Bishop,  Bradley 
E.  EOP/OMB  <Bradley.E.Bishop@omb.eop.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 

Thank5  so  much  your  very  quick  work  this— we  truly  it 

you  need  anything  else  from  us. 

Thanks  again, 

Hilary 

From:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  f  n. )ii(o:PhiliD  M  TizzanivDomb.eoD.Qov') 

Sent:  Friday,  August  25,  2017  12:03  PM 
To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB;  Malawer,  Hilary 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Amann,  Amanda;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Sydor,  Katherine  M. 
EOP/OMB;  Carroll,  William  S.  EOP/OMB;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Bishop,  Bradley  E.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 

Hillary, 
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Philip 


From;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

Sent:  Wednesday,  August  23,  2017  9:36  PM 

To:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilarv.Malawer(5)ed.gov> 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Eli2al:ieth.McFaddcn(5)ed.eov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.eoy>:  Cassell,  Mary  I. 
EOP/OMB  <Marv  I.  Cassell(S)omb  eoo.gov>:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip  M  rizzani(5ionib.eoD.eQy>:  Mann, 
NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <Noah  S  Manng)omb.eop.Eov>:  Sydor,  Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB 
<Katherine  M  Svdor(5ioiTib.eoD.tio\/> 

Subject:  RE;  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 
Hilary, 

I  am  adding  the  budget  branch  on  this  chain  m  case  they  have  any  comments  Since  I  will  be  out  of  the  office,  can  you 
guys  send  directly  to  Hilary?  If  there  are  no  additional  comments,  we  are  good  to  clear 

Sharon 

From:  Malawer,  Hilary  [mailto:Hilarv.Malawer(fiJed.gov1 

Sent:  Wednesday,  August  23, 2017  5:17  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  cSharon  fylario'omb.eop  eov> 

Cc:  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  <Alexandei  T.  Hunt(S)omb.eop.gov>:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth,McFac1denra)ed.gov>: 
Amann,  Amanda  <Amand3.Amanng)ed.aov> 

Subject:  FW:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 
Hi  Sharon— 


Hilary 


Oversight 
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From:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  F  i  '  j  Sharon  Mai  CQiQmD.eoo.aovI 

Sent:  Friday,  August  18,  2017  12:33  PM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda 

Subject:  RE:  ED  Notice  Announcing  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Committees  and  Soliciting  Nominations 
Hi  Elizabeth, 

Please  find  tOP  comments  attached . 

Also-  any  updates  on  BD IFR?  I  am  home  sick  right  now— (eel  free  to  call  me  on  my  cell  il  needed 
Sharori 

From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  fmailtoiElizabeth.McFaddeniS^ed.eovI 

Sent:  Monday,  August  14,  2017  1:39  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Shaton  Mar@omb.eop.eo\/> 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilarv. Malawer i5>ed.gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Arnand3.Amann(Sed.gpv> 
Subject:  ED  Notice  Announcing  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Committees  and  Soliciting  Nominations 

Sharon  - 


Please  let  us  know  if  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns  regarding  this  notice. 
Thanks. 

Elizabeth 


Elizabeth  A.  M.  McFadden 

Deputy  General  Counsel  for  Ethics,  Legislative  Counsel, 
and  Regulatory  Services 
U.S.  Department  of  Education 

202-401-6307 


P'^ersIght 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 


Malawer,  Hilary 

Monday,  August  28,  2017  12:17  PM 
Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB 

Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB;  Mahaffie,  Lynn 
RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 


Hi  Philip. 


Thank  you I 
Hilary 

From:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov] 
Sent:  Monday,  August  28,  2017  11:44  AM 
To:  Malawer,  Hilary 

Cc:  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 


From:  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB 
Sent:  Monday^  August  28,  2017  11:41  AM 

To:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilarv  Malawer@ed.eov>:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip  M  Tizzani(5)omb  eop.eov> 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <EI'.'dbetn  McFadden@ed.EOV>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.gov>:  Sydor,  Katherine 
M.  EOP/OMB  <Kathenne  M  $vdor(5)omb.eoD.gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Arnanda.AmanfiiS)ed.Bov>:  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Allsa.Lahev(Sed.gov>:  Schlichter,  Levon  <Levon.Schlichter(S)ed.gov>:  Disario,  Rachel  <Rachel.Disarlo@ed.aov>: 
Andrade,  Amanda  <Amanda.Andrade@ed.eov>:  Finley,  Steve  <Steve,Finlev@ed.gov>:  Hong,  Caroline 
<C3roline.Hong(5)ed.gov>:  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel@gd.gov>:  Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lvnn.Mah3ffie@ed.gov>:  McLarnon, 
Gail  <Gail.McLarnon(5)ed  gov>:  Macias,  Wendy  <Wendv.Macias@ed.gov>:  Smith,  Brian  <Brian.5mith@ed.gov>; 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Barbara  Hoblitzell@ed.gov>:  Arnold,  Nathan  <Nath3n.Arnold(5)ed  gov>:  Weisman,  Annmarie 
<Annmarie.Weisman(g)ed  gov>:  Filter,  Scott  <Scott.Fllter@ed.gov>:  BD2Legal  <BD2Legal@ed.gov>:  GE17Legal 
<GE  17Legal(g>ed.gov>:  Smith,  Kathleen  <Kathleen.Smith(S)ed.gov>:  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB 
<Noah  S  Mann@omb.eop.gov>:  Carroll,  William  S.  EOP/OMB  <William  S  CarrolIrSomb-eop  i?ov>:  Gray,  John  W. 
EOP/OMB  <John.W.Grav@omb.eop.gov>:  Bishop,  Bradley  E.  EOP/OMB  <Bradlev.E.Bishop(S)omb.eop.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 

Many  thanks!  And  thanks  for  moving  the  rulemaking  process  forward  so  quickly. 

From:  Malawer,  Hilary  [mailto:Hilarv.Malawer@ed.govl 

Sent:  Monday,  August  28, 2017  11:36  AM 

To:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip  M  Tizzani@omb.eop  gov> 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <£liznbeth.McFadden(g'ed.gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda,Amann@ed,gov>:  Sydor,  Katherine 
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M.  EOP/OMB  <Katherine  M  Svdor@omb.eoD.gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann(Q)ed.gov>:  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Alisa  Lahev{a)ed,gov>:  Schlichter,  Levon  <Levon.Schlichter(aied  gov>:  Disario,  Rachel  <Rachel  Disario(5)ed.gov>: 
Andrade,  Amanda  <Amanda.Andfade@ed  eov>:  Finley,  Steve  <Steve  Finlev(®ed,gov>:  Hong,  Caroline 
<Caroline.HQng(Sed.gov>:  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel(i5)ed.gov>:  Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lvnn  MaliaffiegPed  gov>:  McLarnon, 
Gail  <Gail.McLarnon(i5)ed.gov>:  Macias,  Wendy  <Wendv.Macias@ed.gov>:  Smith,  Brian  <Bfian.Smith(aed.gov>: 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Barbara.HoblltzellPed.gov>:  Arnold,  Nathan  <Nathan.ArnoldPed.gov>:  Weisman,  Annmarie 
<Annmarie.Weisman(g)ed.gov>:  Filter,  Scott  <Scott.Filter(S)ed.gov>:  BD2Legal  <BD2Legal(S)ed.gov>:  GE17Legal 
<GE17Legal@ed.gov>;  Smith,  Kathleen  <Kathleen.Smith^ed.gov>:  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB 
<Marv  I.  Cassell(5)omb.eoD.go>/>:  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <Noah  S  Mann(g)omb.eop.gov>:  Carroll,  William  S. 
EOP/OMB  <William  S  C3rroll|g)omb,cop.gov>:  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB  <John.W.Gr3v(S)omb.eoi3.Rov>:  Bishop,  Bradley 
E.  EOP/OMB  <Bradlev.E.Bishoo(5)omb.eOD.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 

Thanks  so  much  for  your  very  quick  work  on  this— we  truly  appreciate  it. 

■■■  Just  let  us  know  if  you  need  anything  else  from  us. 

Thanks  again, 

Hilary 

From:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  [  i  o:Phillp  M  TizzanKoiorf  b.eoD.qovI 
Sent:  Friday,  August  25,  2017  12:03  PM 
To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB;  Malawer,  Hilary 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Amann,  Amanda;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Sydor,  Katherine  M. 
EOP/OMB;  Carroll,  William  S.  EOP/OMB;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Bishop,  Bradley  E.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 

Hillary, 


Philip 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

Sent:  Wednesday,  August  23,  2017  9:36  PM 

To:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilarv.Malawer@ed.Eov> 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth.McFadden(a)ed.Hov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amarida.Amann(Qed.gov>:  Cassell,  Mary  I. 
EOP/OMB  <Marv  I  Cassellg>Qmb.eop,gov>;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip  M  TizzaniiSomb.eop.gov>:  Mann, 
NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <NQdh  S  Mann@omb.eQCi.gov>:  Sydor,  Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB 
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OVERSIGHT 


<Katheiine  M  Svdof^omb.eop.go\/> 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 
Hilary, 

I  am  adding  the  budget  branch  on  this  chain  in  case  they  have  any  comments.  Since  I  will  be  out  of  the  office,  can  you 
guys  send  directly  to  Hilary?  If  there  are  no  additional  comments,  we  are  good  to  clear. 

Sharon 

From:  Malawer,  Hilary  [mailto:Hilarv,Malawerg)ed.gov1 

Sent:  Wednesday,  August  23,  2017  5:17  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Shafon  MarcSonib.eop.eov> 

Cc:  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  <Alexander  T,  Hunt@omb.eop.gQv>:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth  McFaddeng>ed.gov>: 
Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann(S)ed.gov> 

Subject:  FW:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 
Hi  Sharon— 


Hilary 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  ['  !  .'  Sharon  Mar®omb.eop.qo\/1 

Sent:  Friday,  August  18,  2017  12:33  PM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda 

Subject:  RE;  ED  Notice  Announcing  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Committees  and  Soliciting  Nominations 
Hi  Elizabeth, 

Please  find  EOP  comments  attached. 

Also-  any  updates  on  BD  IFR?  I  am  home  sick  right  now— feel  free  to  call  me  on  my  cell  If  needed. 
Sharon 

From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  [m3ilto:Elizabeth.McFadden(® ed.gov] 

Sent:  Monday,  August  14,  2017  1:39  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Shaton  Mar^omb.eop.eov> 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilarv.Malawer(Qed.gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.aov> 
Subject:  ED  Notice  Announcing  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Committees  and  Soliciting  Nominations 

Sharon  - 


pVERSIGHT 
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Please  let  us  know  if  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns  regarding  this  notice. 
Thanks. 

Elizabeth 


Elizabeth  A.  M.  McFadden 

Deputy  General  Counsel  for  Ethics,  Legislative  Counsel, 
and  Regulatory  Services 
U.S.  Department  of  Education 

'  M'  ] '  •'  L' L-  Li' 

202-401-6307 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 


Tizzani,  Philip  M  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov> 
Monday,  August  28,  2017  2:02  PM 
Malawer,  Hilary 

Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB;  Mahaffie,  Lynn 
RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 


Thanks  for  the  quick  reoly  Hillary. 


From:  Malawer,  Hilary  [mailto:HilarY.Malawer(5)ed.gov] 

Sent:  Monday,  August  28,  2017  12:17  PM 

To:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@)omb.eop.gov> 

Cc:  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB  <MaryJ._Cassell@omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar(S)omb.eop.gov>; 
Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lynn.Mahaffie@ed.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 
Hi  Philln, 


* 


Thank  you'. 

Hriary 

From:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov] 
Sent:  Monday,  August  28,  2017  11:44  AM 
To:  Malawer,  Hilary 
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Cc:  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 


From:  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB 
Sent:  Monday,  August  28,  2017  11:41  AM 

To:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilarv.Malawei  (3ed.gov>:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip  M  Tizzani(Siomb.eoo.eov> 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth.McPadden(5)ed.gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amarin(ged.eov>:  Sydor,  Katherine 
M.  EOP/OMB  <Katherine  M  5vdor@omb.eop.eov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann(5)ed.gov>:  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Alisa  LaheviSed  gov>:  Schlichter,  Levon  <Levon.SchUchter@ed.Kov>:  Disario,  Rachel  <Rachel .Disario@ed.eov>: 
Andrade,  Amanda  <Amanda.Andrade(S)ed.gov'>:  Finley,  Steve  <Steve  Finlev(5)ed,gov>:  Hong,  Caroline 
<Caroline.HonE(5)ed.gov>:  Siegel,  Brian  <Bfian.Siegel(S)ed.gov>:  Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lvnn  Mahaffie(Sed.gov>:  McLarnon, 
Gail  <Gail.McLarnon(5)ed.gov>:  Macias,  Wendy  <Wendv.Macias(Sed.gov>:  Smith,  Brian  <Brian.Smith@ed.gov>: 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Barbara.Hoblitzell(aed.gov>:  Arnold,  Nathan  <Nathan.ArnoldtS)ed.gov>:  Weisman,  Annmarie 
<Annmarie.Weisman(Sed.gov>:  Filter,  Scott  <$cott.Filter(5)ed.gov>:  BD2Legal  <BD2Legal^ed.gov>:  GE17Legal 
<GE17L6gal(5ed.Eov>:  Smith,  Kathleen  <Kathleen.5mith(5>ed  eov>:  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB 
<Noah  S  Mann(Siomb,eoD.gov>:  Carroll,  William  S.  EOP/OMB  <William  S  Carroll^omb.eop  gov>:  Gray,  John  W. 
EOP/OMB  <jQhn.W.Grav(5)omb.eop.gov>:  Bishop,  Bradley  E.  EOP/OMB  <Bradlev  E.BishQOtS)omb.eop.eov> 

Subject:  RE;  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 

Many  thanks!  And  thanks  for  moving  the  rulemaking  process  forward  so  quickly 

From:  Malawer,  Hilary  fmailto:Hilarv.Malawer(S>ed.Eovl 

Sent:  Monday,  August  28,  2017  11:36  AM 

To:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Phlllp  !  izzani(a>omb.eop.eov> 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth.McFadden^ed.gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann(5>ed.gov>:  Sydor,  Katherine 
M.  EOP/OMB  <Katherine  M  Svdor(S>omb,eop  gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Am3nn(5>ed  eov>:  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Allsa.Lahev(ti)ed.gov>:  Schlichter,  Levon  <Levon.SchUchter(5)ed.gov>:  Disario,  Rachel  <Rachel  Dlsario(a)ed.eov>: 
Andrade,  Amanda  <Amanda.Andrade(5)ed.gov>:  Finley,  Steve  <Steve.Finlev(S)ed.gov>:  Hong,  Caroline 
<Carolinc.Hong6^ed.gov>:  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel^C‘d.gov>:  Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lvnn.Mahaffie(Sled.gov>:  McLarnon, 
Gail  <Gail.McLarnonig)ed.gov>:  Macias,  Wendy  <Wendv.Macias(5)ed.Eov>:  Smith,  Brian  <Brian.Smith@ed.gov>: 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Baibar3.Hoblitzell@ed.Eov>:  Arnold,  Nathan  <Nathan.Arnoldta>ed.gov>:  Weisman,  Annmarie 
<Annmarie.Weisman(S)ed.gov>:  Filter,  Scott  <Scott.Filtei^ed.gov>:  BD2Legal  <BD2LegaiPed.gov>:  GE17Legal 
<GE17Legal(5)ed.gov>:  Smith,  Kathleen  <Kathleen.Smith@ed  gov>:  Cassell,  Mary  1.  EOP/OMB 
<Marv  I.  Cassell(a)Qmb.eoo.gov>:  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <Noah  S  ManniS)omb.eop.gov>:  Carroll,  William  S. 
EOP/OMB  <Wllliam  S  Carrollf5)omb.eoD.Gov>:  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB  <John.W.Gr3V(a>omb.eop  gQv>:  Bishop,  Bradley 
E.  EOP/OMB  <Bradlev.E.BishoDt5)omb.eoD.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 

Thanks  so  much  for  your  very  quick  work  on  this— we  truly  appreciate  it. 

Just  let  us  know  if  you  need  anything  else  from  us. 

Thanks  again, 

Hilary 

From:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  ['  HailtQ:PhiliD  M  TizzaniPomL  joo.qov] 

Sent:  Friday,  August  25,  2017  12:03  PM 
To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB;  Malawer,  Hilary 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Amann,  Amanda;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Sydor,  Katherine  M. 
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EOP/OMB;  Carroll,  William  S.  EOP/OMB;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Bishop,  Bradley  E.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 

Hillary, 


Philip 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

Sent:  Wednesday,  August  23,  2017  9:36  PM 

To:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilarv.Mal3werPecl.eov> 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Liizabeth.McFadden<.aed  eov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.AmanniS)ed  eov>:  Cassell,  Mary  I. 
EOP/OMB  <Marv  I,  Cas>:H||(5)omb.eoo.gov>:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip  M  rizzani@omb.eop.gov>:  Mann, 
NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <NQah  S  Mann(5)omb.eoD.gov>:  Sydor,  Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB 
<Katherine  M  Svdor@*omb.eop,gov> 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 
Hilary, 

I  am  adding  the  budget  oranch  on  tnis  chain  in  case  they  nave  any  comments.  Since  i  will  be  out  or  tne  ofnce,  can  you 
guys  send  directly  to  Hilary?  If  there  are  no  additional  comments,  we  are  good  to  clear. 

Sharon 

From:  Malawer,  Hilary  [mailto:Hilarv.Malawertaed.govl 

Sent:  Wednesday,  August  23,  2017  5:17  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon  Marigomb.eop.gov> 

Cc:  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  <Alexander  T.  Hunt(5)omb-eop.gov>:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabcth. McFadden (aed.fiov>: 
Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann(aed.gov> 

Subject:  FW:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 
Hi  Sharon— 


Hilary 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  F ; i  j:!!' '  k-i on  Mariaomb.eoD.QQv1 

Sent:  Friday,  August  18,  2017  12:33  PM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda 

Subject:  RE:  ED  Notice  Announcing  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Committees  and  Soliciting  Nominations 
Hi  tlizabelh, 

Please  find  EOP  comments  attached 

Also-  any  updates  on  BD IFR?  I  am  home  sick  riglit  now— reel  tree  to  call  me  on  my  cell  if  needed, 
Sharon 

From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  [inailtoiElizabeth.McPaddemSied.govl 

Sent:  Monday,  August  14,  2017  1:39  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon  Marg)omb.eoD  gov> 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hllarv.Malawef(£'ed.gQv>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.fiOv> 
Subject:  ED  Notice  Announcing  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Committees  and  Soliciting  Nominations 

Sharon  - 


Please  let  us  know  if  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns  regarding  this  notice. 
Thanks. 

Elizabeth 


Elizabeth  A.  M.  McFadden 

Deputy  General  Counsel  for  Ethics,  Legislative  Counsel, 
and  Regulatory  Services 
U.S.  Department  of  Education 

ell/Jji  '  I  ’■■■  I..  > 

202-401-6307 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 


Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov> 
Monday,  August  28,  2017  3:13  PM 
Malawer,  Hilary 

Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB;  Mahaffie,  Lynn 
RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 


No  problem  -  thank  you  all. 


From:  Malawer,  Hilary  [mailto:Hilary.Malawer(S)ed.gov] 

Sent:  Monday,  August  28,  2017  3:11  PM 

To:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov> 

Cc:  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB  <MarvJ._Cassell@omb.eop.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>; 
Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lynn.Mahaffie@ed.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 


Thanks  so  much  for  working  with  us  on  this,  Phtitp! 


Hilary 


From:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Philip_M_Tizzani@omb.eop.gov] 
Sent:  Monday,  August  28,  2017  2:02  PM 
To:  Malawer,  Hilary 

Cc:  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB;  Mahaffie,  Lynn 
Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 

Thai^ks  for  the  quick  reply  Hillary. 


From:  Malawer,  Hilary  fnuiitoiHilar,  : 
Sent:  Monday,  August  28,  2017  12:17  PM 
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To:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip  M  Tizz3nigiomb.eop.eov> 

Cc:  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB  <Marv  I.  CasseH(q>onnb.eop.eov>:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <5haron  MarCa>omb  eop  eov>: 
Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lvnn  Mahaffie(5'erl,gov> 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 
HI  Philip, 


Thank  you! 

Hilary 

From:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  [lAiji  IoII  -ik  l  ? ;  j '  ^ 

Sent:  Monday,  August  28,  2017  11:44  AM 
To:  Malawer,  Hilary 

Cc:  Cassell;  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 


From:  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB 
Sent:  Monday,  August  28,  2017  11:41  AM 

To:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilarv.MalawergDed.eov>:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Pliilip  M  Tizzani(a)omb.eop.gov> 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth.McFadd6ri(g)ed.gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.gov>:  Sydor,  Katherine 
M.  EOP/OMB  <Katherine  M  Svdor@omb.eop,gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann(5)ed,gov>:  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Alisa.L3hev(S)ed.gov>:  Schlichter,  Levon  <Levon.Schlichter(a)ed,gov>:  Disario,  Rachel  <Rachel.DisariotSed  eov>: 
Andrade,  Amanda  <Amand3.Andrade(®ed.gQv>:  Finley,  Steve  <Steve.Finlev(S)ed.gov>:  Hong,  Caroline 
<Caroline.Hong(5)ed.gov>:  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Sieeel(S)ed.gov>:  Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lvnn.Mahaff(e^ed.gov>;  McLarnon, 
Gail  <Gail.McLarnon(aed.gov>:  Macias,  Wendy  <Wendv.Mac(asg&ed.gov>:  Smith,  Brian  <Brian. Smith  (Bed. gov>: 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Bafbara.Hoblitzell^ed.gov>:  Arnold,  Nathan  <Nathan.ArnoldcSed.gov>:  Weisman,  Annmarie 
<Annmarie.Weisman(o>ed.gov>:  Filter,  Scott  <Scott.Filter(aed  gov>:  BD2Legal  <BD2Legal<5ied.gav>:  GE17Legal 
<GE17Legal(Sed.gov>:  Smith,  Kathleen  <Kathleen.$mith(S)ed.gov>:  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB 
<Noah  S  Mann(5>omb.eop.gov>:  Carroll,  William  S.  EOP/OMB  <Willi3m  S  Carroll(a)omb.eop.gov>:  Gray,  John  W. 
EOP/OMB  <JQlin.W.Grav@omb.eop.gov>:  Bishop,  Bradley  E.  EOP/OMB  <8radlev.E.Bishoofa)omb.eop.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 

Many  thanks!  And  thanks  lor  moving  the  rulemaking  process  forward  so  quickly. 


From:  Malawer,  Hilary  fmailto:Hilarv.Malawer@ed.govl 

Sent:  Monday,  August  28,  2017  11:36  AM 

To:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip  M  Tizzanl@omb.eQp.gov> 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth.McF3dden@ed.gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.gov>:  Sydor,  Katherine 
M.  EOP/OMB  <K3therine  M  SvdortfDomb.eop  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.gov>:  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Alisa.Lahev@ed.gov>:  Schlichter,  Levon  <Levon.$chlichter@ed.gov>:  Disario,  Rachel  <Rachel.Disdrio@ed.gov>: 
Andrade,  Amanda  <Amanda.Andrade@ed.gov>:  Finley,  Steve  <Steve.Finlev@ed.gov>:  Hong,  Caroline 
<Carolme.Hong(.5)ed.gov>:  Siegel,  Brian  <Bri3n.Siegel@ed.gov>:  Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lvnn.Mahaffie@ed.gov>:  McLarnon, 
Gail  <Gail.McLarnon@ed.gov>:  Macias,  Wendy  <Wendv.Macias@ed.gov>:  Smith,  Brian  <Brian.Smith@ed.gov>: 
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Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Barbara.Hoblitzell(g>ed.aov>:  Arnold,  Nathan  <Nathan.Arnold(aed.BOV>;  Weisman,  Annmarie 
<Annmarie.Weism3n(5)ed.gov>:  Filter,  Scott  <Scott.Filter@ed.gov>:  BD2Legal  <BD2Legal(5ied,gov>:  GE17Legal 
<GE17Legal@ed.eov>:  Smith,  Kathleen  <Kathleen.Smith@ed  go\/>:  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB 
<Marv  I  Cassell(5>omb.eop.gov^>:  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <Noah  S  Mannc5)omh.eop.gov>:  Carroll,  William  S. 
EOP/OMB  <William  S  CarrollOomb.eo,  '  i~  - '  >:  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB  <lohn.W.GravtS)omb.eop.gc>v>:  Bishop,  Bradley 
E.  EOP/OMB  <Bradlev.E.BishopgDomb.eop.eov> 

Subj'ect:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 

Thanks  so  much  for  your  very  quick  work  on  this— we  truly  appreciate  it. 
lust  let  us  know  if  you  need  anything  else  from  us. 

Thanks  again, 

Hilary 

From:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  [niailtotPhilip  M  Tizzani@oiTib.eoD.aov1 
Sent:  Friday,  August  25,  2017  12:03  PM 
To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB;  Malawer,  Hilary 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Amann,  Amanda;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Sydor,  Katherine  M. 
EOP/OMB;  Carroll,  William  S.  EOP/OMB;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Bishop,  Bradley  E.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 

Hillary, 


Philip 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

Sent:  Wednesday,  August  23,  2017  9:36  PM 

To:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilarv.Malawef(Qed.gov> 

Cc;  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth.McF3dden@ed,gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amenda  Amann(fled.gov>:  Cassell,  Mary  I. 
EOP/OMB  <Marv  I  Cassell@omb.eop.gov>:  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip  M  Tizzani^omb.eop.gov>:  Mann, 
NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <Noah  S  ManniSonb  eo;:  gov>:  Sydor,  Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB 
<Katherine  M  Svdor(6)omb.eop.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 
Hilary, 
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I  am  adding  the  budget  branch  on  this  chain  in  case  they  have  any  comments.  Since  I  will  be  out  of  the  office,  can  you 
guys  send  directly  to  Hilary?  If  there  are  no  additional  comments,  we  are  good  to  clear. 

Sharon 

From;  Malawer,  Hilary  [mailto:Hilarv.Malawer(Bed.gov] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  August  23,  2017  5:17  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon  fvi.:-'  ;■  ji  iiD,eop.eov> 

Cc:  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  <Alexander  T.  Hunt(5)Qmb.eop.gQV>:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth.McFadden(Q>t'd.gov>: 
Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann(5)ed.aQv> 

Subject:  FW:  OPE  staff  for  0MB  meeting  on  negotiated  rulemaking  notice 
Hi  Sharon— 


Hilary 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  [  . 

Sent:  Friday,  August  18,  2017  12:33  PM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda 

Subject:  RE:  ED  Notice  Announcing  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Committees  and  Soliciting  Nominations 
Hi  Elizabeth, 

Please  find  EOP  comments  attached. 

Also-  any  updates  on  BD IFR?  I  am  home  sick  right  now— feel  free  to  call  me  on  my  cell  if  needed. 
Sharon 

From;  McFadden,  Elizabeth  fmailto:Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.eov1 

Sent:  Monday,  August  14,  2017  1:39  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sh3ron  Mar(o&omb.eop  £ov> 

Cc;  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilarv.Mfllawer(5>ed,gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann(iSed.eov> 
Subject;  ED  Notice  Announcing  Negotiated  Rulemaking  Committees  and  Soliciting  Nominations 

Sharon  - 
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Please  let  us  know  if  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns  regarding  this  notice. 
Thanks. 

Elizabeth 


Elizabeth  A.  M.  McFadden 

Deputy  General  Counsel  for  Ethics,  Legislative  Counsel, 
and  Regulatory  Services 
U.S.  Department  of  Education 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc 


Subject: 


^^^B§>dol.com 

Sunday,  October  1,  2017  1:28  AM 

DeVos,  Betsy 

Mayes,  Edgar;  Sheffield,  Cathy;  Bounds,  Herman;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Arnold,  Nathan; 
Hammond,  Cynthia;  Jeff.Baker@ed.gov;  Valentine,  Ingrid;  Minor,  Robin;  Conaty,  Joe; 
Stracke,  Linda;  McArdle,  Sophia;  McLennon,  Bridget;  Holland,  Linda; 
linda.mon”ssette@ct.gov;  Kane,  John;  Leith,  William;  Sessa,  Matthew;  Joyce,  Erin;  Elson, 
Alexander;  Prince,  Scott;  Wensil,  Brenda;  Pedersen,  AnnMarie;  Bennett,  Ron;  Nave,  Tracy; 
White,  Carolyn;  Nevin,  Colleen;  laura.kim@ed.gov;  Htrelski@aol.com;  Boggs,  Matthew; 
Knodell,  Jay;  LaVia,  Mark;  Smith,  Mark  A.;  frank.furey@ed.gov;  Toner,  Jana;  Venable, 
Joshua;  Yates,  Amanda;  Burge,  Pandora;  Trubia,  Patricia;  Behan,  Antoinette;  Fernandez- 
Rosario,  Martina;  Bryson,  Jane;  Oknich,  Mary;  Hurt,  John;  Appel,  Jeff;  McLarnon,  Gail; 
Eitel,  Robert;  Lee,  Ebony;  Davis,  Martha;  Toner,  Jana;  jon.alfuth@ed.gov;  Kissel,  Adam; 
Hill,  Elizabeth;  Manning,  James;  Ryu,  Byung;  Burke,  Sandra;  Scott,  Kimberly;  Kamara, 
Henry;  Chavez,  Anthony;  Gifford,  Nancy  Paula;  Marcucio,  Steven;  McGinnis,  Colleen; 
Harris,  Tracey  (FSA);  McHugh,  Erin;  Oberle,  George;  Frola,  Michael;  Siegrist,  Tricia; 
Wingel,  Barbara;  Bannister,  Jackie;  Bronstein,  Andrew;  Dillard,  Vanessa;  Nave,  Tracy; 
McDonagh,  James;  Reyes,  Frank;  Buckley,  Edward;  Coughlin,  Betty;  Wingel,  Barbara; 
Wensil,  Brenda;  Barth,  John;  Clarke,  Linda;  FSA  Ombudsman  Office;  Harris,  Evelyn;  Smith, 
Kathleen;  carlos.Muniz@ed.gov;  venessa.burton@ed.gov;  keia.cole@ed.gov; 
john.dipaolo@ed.gov;  fred.marinucci@ed.gov;  Smith,  Joseph;  Smith,  Gregory; 
harold.jenkins@ed.gov;  leonard.openhaim@ed.gov;  peter.haynes@ed.gov; 
caroline.homg@ed.gov;  Bartkowiak,  Thaddeus;  Porter,  Christopher;  Page,  Michael; 
Curran,  Frank  D.;  veardean.wilson@ed.gov;  mushtaq.gunja@ed.gov;  sujeet.rao@ed.gov; 
carmine.perrotti@ed.gov;  blumenthal@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
scheduler@alexander.senate.gov;  anton_goldblatt@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
casework@blumenthal.senate.gov;  jennifer_piazza@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
rich_kehoe@blumenthal.senate.gov;  elizabeth_warren@warren.senate.gov; 
steve_townsend@help.senate.gov;  alec_hinojosa@help.senate.gov; 
louis.mangini@mail.house.gov;  jake_baker@help.senate.gov; 
donovan_whiteside@alexander.senate.gov;  info_sanders@sanders.senate.gov 
70  days  and  no  response  .  Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 
harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US  Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up 
FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
the  CO... 


HALINA  TRELSKI 

US  DEPARTMENT  OF  ED  ACCOUNT  # 
10/01/2017 

Honorable  Secretary  Betsy  DeVos 
US  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCAnON 

Secretary  DeVos, 
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PLEASE  HELP !!! 

us  Department  of  Education  have  my  live  in  its  hands  for  over  two  and  half  years. 


During  those  YEARS  US  Department  of  Education  employees  ( especially  PSA  employees ) 
violated  law  after  law,  committed  fraud  after  fraud. 

US  Department  of  Education  employees  cover  up  fraud  and  conspired  with  each  others  to 
fraud  cover  up. 

US  Department  of  Education  did  NOT  respond  to  my  complaints. 

US  Department  of  Education  conspired  with  American  Student  Assistance  (  ASA )  > 
Guarantee  Agency  in  Boston  to  cover  up  violations  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by  ASA. 

US  Department  of  Education  conspired  with  Middlesex  Community  College  in 
Middletown,  CT  to  cover  up  violations  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
Middlesex  Community  College. 

US  Department  of  Education  violated  law,  violated  Due  Process  Rights  not  only  mine  but 
also  Due  Process  Rights  of  ALL  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

US  Department  of  Education  HARMED  not  only  me  but  also  ALL  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

Please  review  my  Case. 

Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 
harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

Very  respectfully, 

Haina  Trelski 


— Original  Message — 

From;  |^^^Hm^@aol.conn> 

Tor  betsy.devos  <betsy.devos@ed.gov> 

Cc:  edgar.mayes  <edgar.mayes@ed.gov>;  cathy.sheffield  <cathy.sheffield@ed.gov>;  Herman.Bounds 
<Herman.Bounds@ed.gov>;  lynn.mahaffie  <lynn.mahaffie@ed.gov>:  nathan.arnold  <nathan.arnold@ed.gov>; 
cynthia.hammond  <cynthia.hammond@ed.gov>;  Jeff.Baker  <Jeff.Baker@ed.gov>;  ingrid. valentine 
<ingrid.valentine@ed.gov>;  robin.minor  <robin.minor@ed.gov>;  joseph.conaty  <joseph.conaty@ed.gov>;  linda.stracke 
<linda.stracke@ed.gov>;  Sophia. McArdle  <Sophia.McArdle@ed.gov>;  bridget.mclennon  <bridget.mclennon@ed.gov>; 
linda. Holland  <linda.holland@ed.gov>;  linda.morissette  <linda.morissette@ct.gov>;  john.kane  <john.kane@ed.gov>; 
william. leith  <wiHiam.leith@ed.gov>;  matthew.sessa  <matthew.sessa@ed.gov>;  erin.joyce  <erin.joyce@ed.gov>; 
alexander.elson  <alexander.elson@ed.gov>;  scott.prince  <scott.prince@ed.gov>;  brenda.wensil 
<brenda.wensil@ed.gov>;  annmarie.pedersen  <annmarie.pedersen@ed.gov>;  ron.bennett  <ron.bennett@ed.gov>: 
tracy.nave  <tracy.nave@ed.gov>;  carolyn.white  <carolyn.white@ed.gov>:  colleen.nevin  <colleen.nevin@ed.gov>; 
laura.kim  <laura.kim@ed.gov>;  Htrelski  <Htrelski@aol.com>;  matthew.boggs  <matthew.boggs@ed.gov>;  jay.knodell 
<jay.knodell@ed.gov>;  mark.lavia  <mark.lavia@ed.gov>;  mark. smith  <mark.smith@ed.gov>;  frank.furey 
<frank.furey@ed.gov>;  jana.toner  <jana.toner@ed.gov>;  Joshua.Venable  <Joshua,Venable@ed.gov>;  amanda.yates 
<amanda.yates@ed.gov>;  Pandora. Burge  <Pandora.Burge@ed.gov>:  patricia.trubia  <patricia.trubia@ed.gov>; 
antoinette.behan  <antoinette.behan@ed.gov>;  martina.rosario  <martina.rosario@ed.gov>;  jane.bryson 
<jane.bryson@ed.gov>;  mary.oknich  <mary.oknich@ed.gov>;  john.hurt  <john.hurt@ed.gov>:  jeff.appel 
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<jeff.appel@ed.gov>;  gail.mclarnon  <gail.mclarnon@ed.gov>:  Robert.Eitel  <Robert.Eitel@ed.gov>:  ebony.lee 
<ebony.lee@ed.gov>;  martha.davis  <martha.davis@ed.gov>;  jana.toner  <jana.toner@ed.gov>:  jon.alfuth 
<jon.alfuth@ed.gov>;  adam.kissel  <adam.kissel@ed.gov>;  Elizabeth. Hill  <Eli2abeth.Hill@ed.gov>;  james.manning 
<james.manning@ed.gov> 

Sent;  Fri,  Jul  21,  2017  1:28  pm 

Subject:  Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that  US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and  that 
US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of  reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my  student  loans  and 
that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to  Reconsider  June  16,  2017  "  final  decision"  issued  by  the 
Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that  US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and 
that  US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of  reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my 
student  loans  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to  Reconsider  June  16,  2017  " 
final  decision"  issued  by  the  Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

This  entire  letter  is  at  the  same  time  continuation  of  my  Petition  to  Rescind  and  Reconsider  June  16,  2017 
US  Department  of  Education  final  decision  . 

Mv  student  loans  are  not  enforceable  debt. 


HALINA  TRELSKI 


Honorable  Secretary  Betsy  DeVos 
US  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

English  is  my  second  language  and  I  wrote  this  letter  best  I  could. 

Dear  Secretary  DeVos, 

I  called  US  Department  of  Education  Default  Resolution  Group  at  1(  800  )621-3115  ( they  holding  my 
account )  and  they  informed  me  that  on  July  10,  2017  they  were  informed  by  Borrowers  Defense  Unit 
to  stop  collection  on  my  account  and  that  they  stooped  collection.  I  was  informed  that  US 
Department  of  Education  reviewing  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  my  student  loans  and  at  the 
same  time  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  student  loans. 

On  June  16,  2017  Borrowers  Defense  Unit  made  fraudulent "  final  decision"  in  my  Case.  After  that  I 
respectfully  asked  to  rescind  that  "final  decision"  and  reconsider  that  decision. 

I  can  not  afford  to  hire  attorney  and  I  am  asking  very  respectfully  to  please  rescind  and 
reconsider  that  June  16,  2016  "  final  decision"  even  if  I  used  incorrect  names  of  the  Petitions. 

Based  on  the  information  from  Default  Resolution  Group,  on  July  10,  2017  collection  on  my  account 
has  stopped  and  US  Department  of  Education  decided  to  reopen  my  Case  and  take  another  look  on 
my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  Student  Loans  (  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  the  student 
Loans) . 

I  understand  that  US  Department  of  Education  made  decision  to  reopen  my  Case  and  take  another 
look  on  my  Objections  to  Repayment  (  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  the  Student  Loans). 

I  am  respectfully  asking  please  to  confirm  those  information  fn  writing. 
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That  June  16,  2017 "  final  decision  "  informed  me  that  I  can  file  a  law  suit  against  US  Department  of 
Education  in  federal  court . 

I  do  not  have  any  idea  how  much  time  I  have  to  file  law  suit  in  federal  court. 

I  do  not  know  if  there  is  any  time  limit  until  when  after  that  June  16,  2017  "  final  decision  "  I 
can  file  law  suit  in  federal  court. 

In  my  understanding  ,  if  US  Department  of  Education  decided  reopen  my  case  and  take 
another  look  on  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  Student  loans  ,  I  should  have  more  time  to 
file  a  law  suit  ( if  it  would  be  still  necessary )  in  federal  court. 

I  do  not  have  money  for  attorney  so  I  will  need  start "  Go  Found  me  "  account  and  ask  others  for 
financial  help  to  cover  cost  of  the  law  suit  and  be  able  to  pay  attorney.  This  everything  will  take  time. 

It  would  be  very  unfair  for  me  if  time  US  Department  of  Education  needs  to  rewiew  my  Case  will  count 
against  me  and  if  I  will  loose  the  chance  to  file  that  law  suit  because  I  missed  the  deadline. 

I  do  not  know  the  law,  please  do  not  take  advantage  of  me  . 

Please  confirm  in  writing  that  collection  on  my  account  has  stopped  and  that  US  Department 
of  Education  reopen  my  Case  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  made  decision  to 
reconsider  June  16,  2017  *'  final  decision". 

Even  if  US  Department  of  Education  will  decide  later  to  not  change  its  June  16,  2017  "  final 
decision  "  ,  time  US  Department  of  Education  take  to  Review  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of 
my  Student  Loans  and  time  US  Department  of  Education  needs  to  rewiew  my  account  should 
never  be  counted  against  me. 

Please  do  not  harm  me. 

Please  protect  my  Due  Process  Rights. 

Very  respectfully, 

Halina  Trelski 
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From: 


MicrosoftExchange329e71ec88ae4615bbc36ab6ce41109e@usdedeop.onmicrosoft.com 
on  behalf  of^^^B3)aol.com 
Sent:  Sunday,  October  1,  2017  1:28  AM 

To:  DeVos,  Betsy 

Cc:  Mayes,  Edgar;  Sheffield,  Cathy;  Bounds,  Herman;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Arnold,  Nathan; 

Hammond,  Cynthia;  Jeff.Baker@ed.gov;  Valentine,  Ingrid;  Minor,  Robin;  Conaty,  Joe; 
Stracke,  Linda;  McArdle,  Sophia;  McLennon,  Bridget;  Holland,  Linda; 
linda.morissette@ct.gov;  Kane,  John;  Leith,  William;  Sessa,  Matthew;  Joyce,  Erin;  Elson, 
Alexander;  Prince,  Scott;  Wensil,  Brenda;  Pedersen,  AnnMarie;  Bennett,  Ron;  Nave,  Tracy; 
White,  Carolyn;  Nevin,  Colleen;  laura.kim@ed.gov;  Htrelski@aol.com;  Boggs,  Matthew; 
Knodell,  Jay;  LaVia,  Mark;  Smith,  Mark  A.;  frank.furey@ed.gov;  Toner,  Jana;  Venable, 
Joshua;  Yates,  Amanda;  Burge,  Pandora;  Trubia,  Patricia;  Behan,  Antoinette;  Fernandez- 
Rosario,  Martina;  Bryson,  Jane;  Oknich,  Mary;  Hurt,  John;  Appel,  Jeff;  McLarnon,  Gail; 
Eitel,  Robert;  Lee,  Ebony;  Davis,  Martha;  Toner,  Jana;  jon.alfuth@ed.gov;  Kissel,  Adam; 
Hill,  Elizabeth;  Manning,  James;  Ryu,  Byung;  Burke,  Sandra;  Scott,  Kimberly;  Kamara, 
Henry;  Chavez,  Anthony;  Gifford,  Nancy  Paula;  Marcucio,  Steven;  McGinnis,  Colleen; 
Harris,  Tracey  (FSA);  McHugh,  Erin;  Oberle,  George;  Frola,  Michael;  Siegrist,  Tricia; 
Wingel,  Barbara;  Bannister,  Jackie;  Bronstein,  Andrew;  Dillard,  Vanessa;  Nave,  Tracy; 
McDonagh,  James;  Reyes,  Frank;  Buckley,  Edward;  Coughlin,  Betty;  Wingel,  Barbara; 
Wensil,  Brenda;  Barth,  John;  Clarke,  Linda;  FSA  Ombudsman  Office;  Harris,  Evelyn;  Smith, 
Kathleen;  carlos.Muniz@ed.gov;  venessa.burton@ed.gov;  keia.cole@ed.gov; 
john.dipaolo@ed.gov;  fred.marinucci@ed.gov;  Smith,  Joseph;  Smith,  Gregory; 
harold.jenkins@ed.gov;  leonard.openhaim@ed.gov;  peter.haynes@ed.gov; 
caroline.homg@ed.gov;  Bartkowiak,  Thaddeus;  Porter,  Christopher;  Page,  Michael; 
Curran,  Frank  D.;  veardean.wilson@ed.gov;  mushtaq.gunja@ed.gov;  sujeet.rao@ed.gov; 
carmine.perrotti@ed.gov;  blumenthal@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
scheduler@alexander.senate.gov;  anton_goldblatt@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
casework@blumenthal.senate.gov;  jennifer_piazza@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
rich_kehoe@blumenthal.senate.gov;  elizabeth_warren@warren.senate.gov; 
steve_townsend@help.senate.gov;  alec_hinojosa@help.senate.gov; 
louis.mangini@maiLhouse.gov;  jake_baker@help.senate.gov; 
donovan_whiteside@alexander.senate.gov;  info_sanders@sanders.senate.gov 
Subject:  70  days  and  no  response  .  Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 

harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US  Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up 
FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
the  CO... 

Attachments:  70  days  and  no  response .  Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 

harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US  Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up 
FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
the  CO... 


Senderi^^HBa'aol.com 

Subject:  70  days  and  no  response  .  Plea.se  shot  down  entire  FSA  ,  they  harmed  people.  They  hanned  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US 
Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up  FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD 
committed  by  the  college  I  attended.  SECRETARY  DeVos  PLEASE  REVIEW  MY  CASE  .  Fwd:  Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that 
US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of 
reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my  student  loans  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to 
Reconsider  June  1 6, 201 7  "  final  decision"  issued  by  the  Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

Mcssagc-ld:  <l5cd6675dla-c03-4ac6b^^^^^^^^^^^|aolmail.nct> 

Recipient:  frank.curran(£<),ed.gov 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc 


Subject: 


^^^■(§>dol.com 

Sunday,  October  1,  2017  1:28  AM 

DeVos,  Betsy 

Mayes,  Edgar;  Sheffield,  Cathy;  Bounds,  Herman;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Arnold,  Nathan; 
Hammond,  Cynthia;  Jeff.Baker@ed.gov;  Valentine,  Ingrid;  Minor,  Robin;  Conaty,  Joe; 
Stracke,  Linda;  McArdle,  Sophia;  McLennon,  Bridget;  Holland,  Linda; 
linda.mon”ssette@ct.gov;  Kane,  John;  Leith,  William;  Sessa,  Matthew;  Joyce,  Erin;  Elson, 
Alexander;  Prince,  Scott;  Wensil,  Brenda;  Pedersen,  AnnMarie;  Bennett,  Ron;  Nave,  Tracy; 
White,  Carolyn;  Nevin,  Colleen;  laura.kim@ed.gov;  Htrelski@aol.com;  Boggs,  Matthew; 
Knodell,  Jay;  LaVia,  Mark;  Smith,  Mark  A.;  frank.furey@ed.gov;  Toner,  Jana;  Venable, 
Joshua;  Yates,  Amanda;  Burge,  Pandora;  Trubia,  Patricia;  Behan,  Antoinette;  Fernandez- 
Rosario,  Martina;  Bryson,  Jane;  Oknich,  Mary;  Hurt,  John;  Appel,  Jeff;  McLarnon,  Gail; 
Eitel,  Robert;  Lee,  Ebony;  Davis,  Martha;  Toner,  Jana;  Jon.alfuth@ed.gov;  Kissel,  Adam; 
Hill,  Elizabeth;  Manning,  James;  Ryu,  Byung;  Burke,  Sandra;  Scott,  Kimberly;  Kamara, 
Henry;  Chavez,  Anthony;  Gifford,  Nancy  Paula;  Marcucio,  Steven;  McGinnis,  Colleen; 
Harris,  Tracey  (FSA);  McHugh,  Erin;  Oberle,  George;  Frola,  Michael;  Siegrist,  Tricia; 
Wingel,  Barbara;  Bannister,  Jackie;  Bronstein,  Andrew;  Dillard,  Vanessa;  Nave,  Tracy; 
McDonagh,  James;  Reyes,  Frank;  Buckley,  Edward;  Coughlin,  Betty;  Wingel,  Barbara; 
Wensil,  Brenda;  Barth,  John;  Clarke,  Linda;  FSA  Ombudsman  Office;  Harris,  Evelyn;  Smith, 
Kathleen;  carlos.Muniz@ed.gov;  venessa.burton@ed.gov;  keia.cole@ed.gov; 
john.dipaolo@ed.gov;  fred.marinucci@ed.gov;  Smith,  Joseph;  Smith,  Gregory; 
harold.jenkins@ed.gov;  leonard.openhaim@ed.gov;  peter.haynes@ed.gov; 
caroline.homg@ed.gov;  Bartkowiak,  Thaddeus;  Porter,  Christopher;  Page,  Michael; 
Curran,  Frank  D.;  veardean.wilson@ed.gov;  mushtaq.gunja@ed.gov;  sujeet.rao@ed.gov; 
carmine.perrotti@ed.gov;  blumenthal@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
scheduler@alexander.senate.gov;  anton_goldblatt@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
casework@blumenthal.senate.gov;  jennifer_piazza@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
rich_kehoe@blumenthal.senate.gov;  elizabeth_warren@warren.senate.gov; 
steve_townsend@help.senate.gov;  alec_hinojosa@help.senate.gov; 
louis.mangini@mail.house.gov;  jake_baker@help.senate.gov; 
donovan_whiteside@alexander.senate.gov;  info_sanders@sanders.senate.gov 
70  days  and  no  response  .  Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 
harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US  Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up 
FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
the  CO... 


HALINA  TREL5KI 


Honorable  Secretary  Betsy  DeVos 
US  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCAnON 

Secretary  DeVos, 
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PLEASE  HELP !!! 

us  Department  of  Education  have  my  live  in  its  hands  for  over  two  and  half  years. 


During  those  YEARS  US  Department  of  Education  employees  ( especially  PSA  employees ) 
violated  law  after  law,  committed  fraud  after  fraud. 

US  Department  of  Education  employees  cover  up  fraud  and  conspired  with  each  others  to 
fraud  cover  up. 

US  Department  of  Education  did  NOT  respond  to  my  complaints. 

US  Department  of  Education  conspired  with  American  Student  Assistance  (  ASA )  > 
Guarantee  Agency  in  Boston  to  cover  up  violations  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by  ASA. 

US  Department  of  Education  conspired  with  Middlesex  Community  College  in 
Middletown,  CT  to  cover  up  violations  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
Middlesex  Community  College. 

US  Department  of  Education  violated  law,  violated  Due  Process  Rights  not  only  mine  but 
also  Due  Process  Rights  of  ALL  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

US  Department  of  Education  HARMED  not  only  me  but  also  ALL  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

Please  review  my  Case. 

Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 
harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

Very  respectfully, 

Haina  Trelski 

— Original  Message — 

From;  ^^^^^^^|@aol.com> 

To:  betsy.devos  <betsy.devos@ed.gov> 

Cc;  edgar.mayes  <edgar.mayes@ed.gov>;  cathy.sheffield  <cathy.sheffield@ed.gov>;  Herman.Bounds 
<Herman.Bounds@ed.gov>;  lynn.mahaffie  <lynn.mahaffie@ed.gov>:  nathan.arnold  <nathan.arnold@ed.gov>; 
cynthia.hammond  <cynthia.hammond@ed.gov>:  Jeff.Baker  <Jeff.Baker@ed.gov>;  ingrid. valentine 
<ingrid.valentine@ed.gov>;  robin.minor  <robin.minor@ed.gov>;  joseph.conaty  <joseph.conaty@ed.gov>;  linda.stracke 
<linda.stracke@ed.gov>;  Sophia. McArdle  <Sophia.McArdle@ed.gov>;  bridget.mclennon  <bridget.mclennon@ed.gov>; 
linda. Holland  <linda.holland@ed.gov>;  linda.morissette  <linda.morissette@ct.gov>;  john.kane  <john.kane@ed.gov>; 
william. leith  <wiHiam.leith@ed.gov>;  matthew.sessa  <matthew.sessa@ed.gov>;  erin.joyce  <erin.joyce@ed.gov>; 
alexander.elson  <alexander.elson@ed.gov>;  scott.prince  <scott.prince@ed.gov>;  brenda.wensil 
<brenda.wensil@ed.gov>;  annmarie.pedersen  <annmarie.pedersen@ed.gov>;  ron.bennett  <ron.bennett@ed.gov>: 
tracy.nave  <tracy.nave@ed.gov>;  carolyn.white  <carolyn.white@ed.gov>:  colleen.nevin  <colleen.nevin@ed.gov>; 
laura.kim  <laura.kim@ed.gov>;  Htrelski  <Htrelski@aol.com>;  matthew.boggs  <matthew.boggs@ed.gov>;  jay.knodell 
<jay.knodell@ed.gov>;  mark.lavia  <mark.lavia@ed.gov>;  mark. smith  <mark.smith@ed.gov>;  frank.furey 
<frank.furey@ed.gov>;  jana.toner  <jana.toner@ed.gov>;  Joshua.Venable  <Joshua,Venable@ed.gov>;  amanda.yates 
<amanda.yates@ed.gov>;  Pandora. Burge  <Pandora.Burge@ed.gov>:  patricia.trubia  <patricia.trubia@ed.gov>; 
antoinette.behan  <antoinette.behan@ed.gov>;  martina.rosario  <martina.rosario@ed.gov>;  jane.bryson 
<jane.bryson@ed.gov>;  mary.oknich  <mary.oknich@ed.gov>;  john.hurt  <john.hurt@ed.gov>:  jeff.appel 
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<jeff.appel@ed.gov>;  gail.mclarnon  <gail.mclarnon@ed.gov>:  Robert.Eitel  <Robert.Eitel@ed.gov>:  ebony.lee 
<ebony.lee@ed.gov>;  martha.davis  <martha.davis@ed.gov>;  jana.toner  <jana.toner@ed.gov>:  jon.alfuth 
<jon.alfuth@ed.gov>;  adam.kissel  <adam.kissel@ed.gov>;  Elizabeth. Hill  <Eli2abeth.Hill@ed.gov>;  james.manning 
<james.manning@ed.gov> 

Sent;  Fri,  Jul  21,  2017  1:28  pm 

Subject:  Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that  US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and  that 
US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of  reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my  student  loans  and 
that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to  Reconsider  June  16,  2017  "  final  decision"  issued  by  the 
Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that  US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and 
that  US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of  reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my 
student  loans  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to  Reconsider  June  16,  2017  " 
final  decision"  issued  by  the  Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

This  entire  letter  is  at  the  same  time  continuation  of  my  Petition  to  Rescind  and  Reconsider  June  16,  2017 
US  Department  of  Education  final  decision  . 

Mv  student  loans  are  not  enforceable  debt. 


Honorable  Secretary  Betsy  DeVos 
US  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

English  is  my  second  language  and  I  wrote  this  letter  best  I  could. 

Dear  Secretary  DeVos, 

I  called  US  Department  of  Education  Default  Resolution  Group  at  1(  800  )621-3115  ( they  holding  my 
account )  and  they  informed  me  that  on  July  10,  2017  they  were  informed  by  Borrowers  Defense  Unit 
to  stop  collection  on  my  account  and  that  they  stooped  collection.  I  was  informed  that  US 
Department  of  Education  reviewing  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  my  student  loans  and  at  the 
same  time  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  student  loans. 

On  June  16,  2017  Borrowers  Defense  Unit  made  fraudulent "  final  decision"  in  my  Case.  After  that  I 
respectfully  asked  to  rescind  that  "final  decision"  and  reconsider  that  decision. 

I  can  not  afford  to  hire  attorney  and  I  am  asking  very  respectfully  to  please  rescind  and 
reconsider  that  June  16,  2016  "  final  decision"  even  if  I  used  incorrect  names  of  the  Petitions. 

Based  on  the  information  from  Default  Resolution  Group,  on  July  10,  2017  collection  on  my  account 
has  stopped  and  US  Department  of  Education  decided  to  reopen  my  Case  and  take  another  look  on 
my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  Student  Loans  (  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  the  student 
Loans) . 

I  understand  that  US  Department  of  Education  made  decision  to  reopen  my  Case  and  take  another 
look  on  my  Objections  to  Repayment  (  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  the  Student  Loans). 

I  am  respectfully  asking  please  to  confirm  those  information  fn  writing. 
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That  June  16,  2017 "  final  decision  "  informed  me  that  I  can  file  a  law  suit  against  US  Department  of 
Education  in  federal  court . 

I  do  not  have  any  idea  how  much  time  I  have  to  file  law  suit  in  federal  court. 

I  do  not  know  if  there  is  any  time  limit  until  when  after  that  June  16,  2017  "  final  decision  "  I 
can  file  law  suit  in  federal  court. 

In  my  understanding  ,  if  US  Department  of  Education  decided  reopen  my  case  and  take 
another  look  on  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  Student  loans  ,  I  should  have  more  time  to 
file  a  law  suit  ( if  it  would  be  still  necessary )  in  federal  court. 

I  do  not  have  money  for  attorney  so  I  will  need  start "  Go  Found  me  "  account  and  ask  others  for 
financial  help  to  cover  cost  of  the  law  suit  and  be  able  to  pay  attorney.  This  everything  will  take  time. 

It  would  be  very  unfair  for  me  if  time  US  Department  of  Education  needs  to  rewiew  my  Case  will  count 
against  me  and  if  I  will  loose  the  chance  to  file  that  law  suit  because  I  missed  the  deadline. 

I  do  not  know  the  law,  please  do  not  take  advantage  of  me  . 

Please  confirm  in  writing  that  collection  on  my  account  has  stopped  and  that  US  Department 
of  Education  reopen  my  Case  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  made  decision  to 
reconsider  June  16,  2017  *'  final  decision". 

Even  if  US  Department  of  Education  will  decide  later  to  not  change  its  June  16,  2017  "  final 
decision  "  ,  time  US  Department  of  Education  take  to  Review  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of 
my  Student  Loans  and  time  US  Department  of  Education  needs  to  rewiew  my  account  should 
never  be  counted  against  me. 

Please  do  not  harm  me. 

Please  protect  my  Due  Process  Rights. 

Very  respectfully, 

Halina  Trelski 
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From: 


MicrosoftExchange329e71ec88ae4615bbc36ab6ce41109e@usdedeop.onmicrosoft.com 
on  behalf  of||||m@aol.com 
Sent:  Sunday,  October  1,  2017  1:28  AM 

To:  DeVos,  Betsy 

Cc:  Mayes,  Edgar;  Sheffield,  Cathy;  Bounds,  Herman;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Arnold,  Nathan; 

Hammond,  Cynthia;  Jeff.Baker@ed.gov;  Valentine,  Ingrid;  Minor,  Robin;  Conaty,  Joe; 
Stracke,  Linda;  McArdle,  Sophia;  McLennon,  Bridget;  Holland,  Linda; 
linda.morissette@ct.gov;  Kane,  John;  Leith,  William;  Sessa,  Matthew;  Joyce,  Erin;  Elson, 
Alexander;  Prince,  Scott;  Wensil,  Brenda;  Pedersen,  AnnMarie;  Bennett,  Ron;  Nave,  Tracy; 
White,  Carolyn;  Nevin,  Colleen;  laura.kim@ed.gov;  Htrelski@aol.com;  Boggs,  Matthew; 
Knodell,  Jay;  LaVia,  Mark;  Smith,  Mark  A.;  frank.furey@ed.gov;  Toner,  Jana;  Venable, 
Joshua;  Yates,  Amanda;  Burge,  Pandora;  Trubia,  Patricia;  Behan,  Antoinette;  Fernandez- 
Rosario,  Martina;  Bryson,  Jane;  Oknich,  Mary;  Hurt,  John;  Appel,  Jeff;  McLarnon,  Gail; 
Eitel,  Robert;  Lee,  Ebony;  Davis,  Martha;  Toner,  Jana;  jon.alfuth@ed.gov;  Kissel,  Adam; 
Hill,  Elizabeth;  Manning,  James;  Ryu,  Byung;  Burke,  Sandra;  Scott,  Kimberly;  Kamara, 
Henry;  Chavez,  Anthony;  Gifford,  Nancy  Paula;  Marcucio,  Steven;  McGinnis,  Colleen; 
Harris,  Tracey  (FSA);  McHugh,  Erin;  Oberle,  George;  Frola,  Michael;  Siegrist,  Tricia; 
Wingel,  Barbara;  Bannister,  Jackie;  Bronstein,  Andrew;  Dillard,  Vanessa;  Nave,  Tracy; 
McDonagh,  James;  Reyes,  Frank;  Buckley,  Edward;  Coughlin,  Betty;  Wingel,  Barbara; 
Wensil,  Brenda;  Barth,  John;  Clarke,  Linda;  FSA  Ombudsman  Office;  Harris,  Evelyn;  Smith, 
Kathleen;  carlos.Muniz@ed.gov;  venessa.burton@ed.gov;  keia.cole@ed.gov; 
john.dipaolo@ed.gov;  fred.marinucci@ed.gov;  Smith,  Joseph;  Smith,  Gregory; 
harold.jenkins@ed.gov;  leonard.openhaim@ed.gov;  peter.haynes@ed.gov; 
caroline.homg@ed.gov;  Bartkowiak,  Thaddeus;  Porter,  Christopher;  Page,  Michael; 
Curran,  Frank  D.;  veardean.wilson@ed.gov;  mushtaq.gunja@ed.gov;  sujeet.rao@ed.gov; 
carmine.perrotti@ed.gov;  blumenthal@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
scheduler@alexander.senate.gov;  anton_goldblatt@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
casework@blumenthal.senate.gov;  jennifer_piazza@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
rich_kehoe@blumenthal.senate.gov;  elizabeth_warren@warren.senate.gov; 
steve_townsend@help.senate.gov;  alec_hinojosa@help.senate.gov; 
louis.mangini@maiLhouse.gov;  jake_baker@help.senate.gov; 
donovan_whiteside@alexander.senate.gov;  info_sanders@sanders.senate.gov 
Subject:  70  days  and  no  response  .  Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 

harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US  Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up 
FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
the  CO... 

Attachments:  70  days  and  no  response .  Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 

harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US  Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up 
FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
the  CO... 


Sender:  com 

Subject:  70  days  and  no  response  .  Plea.se  shot  down  entire  FSA  ,  they  harmed  people.  They  banned  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US 
Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up  FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD 
committed  by  the  college  I  attended.  SECRETARY  DeVos  PLEASE  REVIEW  MY  CASE  .  Fwd:  Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that 
US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of 
reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my  student  loans  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to 
Reconsider  June  1 6,  201 7  "  final  decision"  issued  by  the  Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

Message-Id:  <  1 5cd6675d  I  a-c03-4ac6b^'H^|^B^^Baolmail.nct> 

Recipient:  collccn.ncvinfffied.gov 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc 


Subject: 


Sunday,  October  1,  2017  1:28  AM 
DeVos,  Betsy 

Mayes,  Edgar;  Sheffield,  Cathy;  Bounds,  Herman;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Arnold,  Nathan; 
Hammond,  Cynthia;  Jeff.Baker@ed.gov;  Valentine,  Ingrid;  Minor,  Robin;  Conaty,  Joe; 
Stracke,  Linda;  McArdle,  Sophia;  McLennon,  Bridget;  Holland,  Linda; 
linda.mon”ssette@ct.gov;  Kane,  John;  Leith,  William;  Sessa,  Matthew;  Joyce,  Erin;  Elson, 
Alexander;  Prince,  Scott;  Wensil,  Brenda;  Pedersen,  AnnMarie;  Bennett,  Ron;  Nave,  Tracy; 
White,  Carolyn;  Nevin,  Colleen;  laura.kim@ed.gov;  Htrelski@aol.com;  Boggs,  Matthew; 
Knodell,  Jay;  LaVia,  Mark;  Smith,  Mark  A.;  frank.furey@ed.gov;  Toner,  Jana;  Venable, 
Joshua;  Yates,  Amanda;  Burge,  Pandora;  Trubia,  Patricia;  Behan,  Antoinette;  Fernandez- 
Rosario,  Martina;  Bryson,  Jane;  Oknich,  Mary;  Hurt,  John;  Appel,  Jeff;  McLarnon,  Gail; 
Eitel,  Robert;  Lee,  Ebony;  Davis,  Martha;  Toner,  Jana;  jon.alfuth@ed.gov;  Kissel,  Adam; 
Hill,  Elizabeth;  Manning,  James;  Ryu,  Byung;  Burke,  Sandra;  Scott,  Kimberly;  Kamara, 
Henry;  Chavez,  Anthony;  Gifford,  Nancy  Paula;  Marcucio,  Steven;  McGinnis,  Colleen; 
Harris,  Tracey  (FSA);  McHugh,  Erin;  Oberle,  George;  Frola,  Michael;  Siegrist,  Tricia; 
Wingel,  Barbara;  Bannister,  Jackie;  Bronstein,  Andrew;  Dillard,  Vanessa;  Nave,  Tracy; 
McDonagh,  James;  Reyes,  Frank;  Buckley,  Edward;  Coughlin,  Betty;  Wingel,  Barbara; 
Wensil,  Brenda;  Barth,  John;  Clarke,  Linda;  FSA  Ombudsman  Office;  Harris,  Evelyn;  Smith, 
Kathleen;  carlos.Muniz@ed.gov;  venessa.burton@ed.gov;  keia.cole@ed.gov; 
john.dipaolo@ed.gov;  fred.marinucci@ed.gov;  Smith,  Joseph;  Smith,  Gregory; 
harold.jenkins@ed.gov;  leonard.openhaim@ed.gov;  peter.haynes@ed.gov; 
caroline.homg@ed.gov;  Bartkowiak,  Thaddeus;  Porter,  Christopher;  Page,  Michael; 
Curran,  Frank  D.;  veardean.wilson@ed.gov;  mushtaq.gunja@ed.gov;  sujeet.rao@ed.gov; 
carmine.perrotti@ed.gov;  blumenthal@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
scheduler@alexander.senate.gov;  anton_goldblatt@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
casework@blumenthal.senate.gov;  jennifer_piazza@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
rich_kehoe@blumenthal.senate.gov;  elizabeth_warren@warren.senate.gov; 
steve_townsend@help.senate.gov;  alec_hinojosa@help.senate.gov; 
louis.mangini@mail.house.gov;  jake_baker@help.senate.gov; 
donovan_whiteside@alexander.senate.gov;  info_sanders@sanders.senate.gov 
70  days  and  no  response  .  Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 
harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US  Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up 
FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
the  CO... 


JHALINATRELSKl 

US  DEPARTMENT  OF  ED  ACCOUNT  # 
10/01/2017 

Honorable  Secretary  Betsy  DeVos 
US  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCAnON 

Secretary  DeVos, 


I  ■  •  ‘ 
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PLEASE  HELP !!! 

us  Department  of  Education  have  my  live  in  its  hands  for  over  two  and  half  years. 


During  those  YEARS  US  Department  of  Education  employees  ( especially  PSA  employees ) 
violated  law  after  law,  committed  fraud  after  fraud. 

US  Department  of  Education  employees  cover  up  fraud  and  conspired  with  each  others  to 
fraud  cover  up. 

US  Department  of  Education  did  NOT  respond  to  my  complaints. 

US  Department  of  Education  conspired  with  American  Student  Assistance  (  ASA )  > 
Guarantee  Agency  in  Boston  to  cover  up  violations  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by  ASA. 

US  Department  of  Education  conspired  with  Middlesex  Community  College  in 
Middletown,  CT  to  cover  up  violations  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
Middlesex  Community  College. 

US  Department  of  Education  violated  law,  violated  Due  Process  Rights  not  only  mine  but 
also  Due  Process  Rights  of  ALL  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

US  Department  of  Education  HARMED  not  only  me  but  also  ALL  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

Please  review  my  Case. 

Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 
harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

Very  respectfully, 

Haina  Trelski 

— Or . 


From: 


aol.com> 


To:  betsy.devos  <betsy.devos@ed.gov> 

Cc:  edgar.mayes  <edgar.mayes@ed.gov>;  cathy.sheffield  <cathy.sheffield@ed.gov>;  Herman.Bounds 
<Herman.Bounds@ed.gov>;  lynn.mahaffie  <lynn.mahaffie@ed.gov>:  nathan.arnold  <nathan.arnold@ed.gov>; 
cynthia.hammond  <cynthia.hammond@ed.gov>;  Jeff.Baker  <Jeff.Baker@ed.gov>;  ingrid. valentine 
<ingrid.valentine@ed.gov>;  robin.minor  <robin.minor@ed.gov>;  joseph.conaty  <joseph.conaty@ed.gov>;  linda.stracke 
<linda.stracke@ed.gov>;  Sophia. McArdle  <Sophia.McArdle@ed.gov>;  bridget.mclennon  <bridget.mclennon@ed.gov>; 
linda. Holland  <linda.holland@ed.gov>;  linda.morissette  <linda.morissette@ct.gov>;  john.kane  <john.kane@ed.gov>; 
william. leith  <wiHiam.leith@ed.gov>;  matthew.sessa  <matthew.sessa@ed.gov>;  erin.joyce  <erin.joyce@ed.gov>; 
alexander.elson  <alexander.elson@ed.gov>;  scott.prince  <scott.prince@ed.gov>;  brenda.wensil 
<brenda.wensil@ed.gov>;  annmarie.pedersen  <annmarie.pedersen@ed.gov>;  ron.bennett  <ron.bennett@ed.gov>: 
tracy.nave  <tracy.nave@ed.gov>;  carolyn.white  <carolyn.white@ed.gov>:  colleen.nevin  <colleen.nevin@ed.gov>; 
laura.kim  <laura.kim@ed.gov>;  Htrelski  <Htrelski@aol.com>;  matthew.boggs  <matthew.boggs@ed.gov>;  jay.knodell 
<jay.knodell@ed.gov>;  mark.lavia  <mark.lavia@ed.gov>;  mark. smith  <mark.smith@ed.gov>;  frank.furey 
<frank.furey@ed.gov>;  jana.toner  <jana.toner@ed.gov>;  Joshua.Venable  <Joshua,Venable@ed.gov>;  amanda.yates 
<amanda.yates@ed.gov>;  Pandora. Burge  <Pandora.Burge@ed.gov>:  patricia.trubia  <patricia.trubia@ed.gov>; 
antoinette.behan  <antoinette.behan@ed.gov>;  martina.rosario  <martina.rosario@ed.gov>;  jane.bryson 
<jane.bryson@ed.gov>;  mary.oknich  <mary.oknich@ed.gov>;  john.hurt  <john.hurt@ed.gov>:  jeff.appel 


2 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000150 


<jeff.appel@ed.gov>;  gail.mclarnon  <gail.mclarnon@ed.gov>:  Robert.Eitel  <Robert.Eitel@ed.gov>:  ebony.lee 
<ebony.lee@ed.gov>;  martha.davis  <martha.davis@ed.gov>;  jana.toner  <jana.toner@ed.gov>:  jon.alfuth 
<jon.alfuth@ed.gov>;  adam.kissel  <adam.kissel@ed.gov>;  Elizabeth. Hill  <Eli2abeth.Hill@ed.gov>;  james.manning 
<james.manning@ed.gov> 

Sent;  Fri,  Jul  21,  2017  1:28  pm 

Subject:  Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that  US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and  that 
US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of  reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my  student  loans  and 
that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to  Reconsider  June  16,  2017  "  final  decision"  issued  by  the 
Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that  US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and 
that  US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of  reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my 
student  loans  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to  Reconsider  June  16,  2017  " 
final  decision"  issued  by  the  Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

This  entire  letter  is  at  the  same  time  continuation  of  my  Petition  to  Rescind  and  Reconsider  June  16,  2017 
US  Department  of  Education  final  decision  . 

Mv  student  loans  are  not  enforceable  debt. 


HALINA  TRELSKI 


Honorable  Secretary  Betsy  DeVos 
US  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

English  is  my  second  language  and  I  wrote  this  letter  best  I  could. 

Dear  Secretary  DeVos, 

I  called  US  Department  of  Education  Default  Resolution  Group  at  1(  800  )621-3115  ( they  holding  my 
account )  and  they  informed  me  that  on  July  10,  2017  they  were  informed  by  Borrowers  Defense  Unit 
to  stop  collection  on  my  account  and  that  they  stooped  collection.  I  was  informed  that  US 
Department  of  Education  reviewing  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  my  student  loans  and  at  the 
same  time  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  student  loans. 

On  June  16,  2017  Borrowers  Defense  Unit  made  fraudulent "  final  decision"  in  my  Case.  After  that  I 
respectfully  asked  to  rescind  that  "final  decision"  and  reconsider  that  decision. 

I  can  not  afford  to  hire  attorney  and  I  am  asking  very  respectfully  to  please  rescind  and 
reconsider  that  June  16,  2016  "  final  decision"  even  if  I  used  incorrect  names  of  the  Petitions. 

Based  on  the  information  from  Default  Resolution  Group,  on  July  10,  2017  collection  on  my  account 
has  stopped  and  US  Department  of  Education  decided  to  reopen  my  Case  and  take  another  look  on 
my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  Student  Loans  (  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  the  student 
Loans) . 

I  understand  that  US  Department  of  Education  made  decision  to  reopen  my  Case  and  take  another 
look  on  my  Objections  to  Repayment  (  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  the  Student  Loans). 

I  am  respectfully  asking  please  to  confirm  those  information  fn  writing. 
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That  June  16,  2017 "  final  decision  "  informed  me  that  I  can  file  a  law  suit  against  US  Department  of 
Education  in  federal  court . 

I  do  not  have  any  idea  how  much  time  I  have  to  file  law  suit  in  federal  court. 

I  do  not  know  if  there  is  any  time  limit  until  when  after  that  June  16,  2017  "  final  decision  "  I 
can  file  law  suit  in  federal  court. 

In  my  understanding  ,  if  US  Department  of  Education  decided  reopen  my  case  and  take 
another  look  on  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  Student  loans  ,  I  should  have  more  time  to 
file  a  law  suit  ( if  it  would  be  still  necessary )  in  federal  court. 

I  do  not  have  money  for  attorney  so  I  will  need  start "  Go  Found  me  "  account  and  ask  others  for 
financial  help  to  cover  cost  of  the  law  suit  and  be  able  to  pay  attorney.  This  everything  will  take  time. 

It  would  be  very  unfair  for  me  if  time  US  Department  of  Education  needs  to  rewiew  my  Case  will  count 
against  me  and  if  I  will  loose  the  chance  to  file  that  law  suit  because  I  missed  the  deadline. 

I  do  not  know  the  law,  please  do  not  take  advantage  of  me  . 

Please  confirm  in  writing  that  collection  on  my  account  has  stopped  and  that  US  Department 
of  Education  reopen  my  Case  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  made  decision  to 
reconsider  June  16,  2017  *'  final  decision". 

Even  if  US  Department  of  Education  will  decide  later  to  not  change  its  June  16,  2017  "  final 
decision  "  ,  time  US  Department  of  Education  take  to  Review  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of 
my  Student  Loans  and  time  US  Department  of  Education  needs  to  rewiew  my  account  should 
never  be  counted  against  me. 

Please  do  not  harm  me. 

Please  protect  my  Due  Process  Rights. 

Very  respectfully, 

Halina  Trelski 
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From: 


MicrosoftExchange329e71ec88ae4615bbc36ab6ce41109e@usdedeop.onmicrosoft.com 
on  behalf  of  ■■■@aol.com 
Sent:  Sunday,  October  1,  2017  1:28  AM 

To:  DeVos,  Betsy 

Cc:  Mayes,  Edgar;  Sheffield,  Cathy;  Bounds,  Herman;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Arnold,  Nathan; 

Hammond,  Cynthia;  Jeff.Baker@ed.gov;  Valentine,  Ingrid;  Minor,  Robin;  Conaty,  Joe; 
Stracke,  Linda;  McArdle,  Sophia;  McLennon,  Bridget;  Holland,  Linda; 
linda.morissette@ct.gov;  Kane,  John;  Leith,  William;  Sessa,  Matthew;  Joyce,  Erin;  Elson, 
Alexander;  Prince,  Scott;  Wensil,  Brenda;  Pedersen,  AnnMarie;  Bennett,  Ron;  Nave,  Tracy; 
White,  Carolyn;  Nevin,  Colleen;  laura.kim@ed.gov;  Htrelski@aol.com;  Boggs,  Matthew; 
Knodell,  Jay;  LaVia,  Mark;  Smith,  Mark  A.;  frank.furey@ed.gov;  Toner,  Jana;  Venable, 
Joshua;  Yates,  Amanda;  Burge,  Pandora;  Trubia,  Patricia;  Behan,  Antoinette;  Fernandez- 
Rosario,  Martina;  Bryson,  Jane;  Oknich,  Mary;  Hurt,  John;  Appel,  Jeff;  McLarnon,  Gail; 
Eitel,  Robert;  Lee,  Ebony;  Davis,  Martha;  Toner,  Jana;  jon.alfuth@ed.gov;  Kissel,  Adam; 
Hill,  Elizabeth;  Manning,  James;  Ryu,  Byung;  Burke,  Sandra;  Scott,  Kimberly;  Kamara, 
Henry;  Chavez,  Anthony;  Gifford,  Nancy  Paula;  Marcucio,  Steven;  McGinnis,  Colleen; 
Harris,  Tracey  (FSA);  McHugh,  Erin;  Oberle,  George;  Frola,  Michael;  Siegrist,  Tricia; 
Wingel,  Barbara;  Bannister,  Jackie;  Bronstein,  Andrew;  Dillard,  Vanessa;  Nave,  Tracy; 
McDonagh,  James;  Reyes,  Frank;  Buckley,  Edward;  Coughlin,  Betty;  Wingel,  Barbara; 
Wensil,  Brenda;  Barth,  John;  Clarke,  Linda;  FSA  Ombudsman  Office;  Harris,  Evelyn;  Smith, 
Kathleen;  carlos.Muniz@ed.gov;  venessa.burton@ed.gov;  keia.cole@ed.gov; 
john.dipaolo@ed.gov;  fred.marinucci@ed.gov;  Smith,  Joseph;  Smith,  Gregory; 
harold.jenkins@ed.gov;  leonard.openhaim@ed.gov;  peter.haynes@ed.gov; 
caroline.homg@ed.gov;  Bartkowiak,  Thaddeus;  Porter,  Christopher;  Page,  Michael; 
Curran,  Frank  D.;  veardean.wilson@ed.gov;  mushtaq.gunja@ed.gov;  sujeet.rao@ed.gov; 
carmine.perrotti@ed.gov;  blumenthal@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
scheduler@alexander.senate.gov;  anton_goldblatt@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
casework@blumenthal.senate.gov;  jennifer_piazza@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
rich_kehoe@blumenthal.senate.gov;  elizabeth_warren@warren.senate.gov; 
steve_townsend@help.senate.gov;  alec_hinojosa@help.senate.gov; 
louis.mangini@maiLhouse.gov;  jake_baker@help.senate.gov; 
donovan_whiteside@alexander.senate.gov;  info_sanders@sanders.senate.gov 
Subject:  70  days  and  no  response  .  Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 

harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US  Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up 
FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
the  CO... 

Attachments:  70  days  and  no  response .  Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 

harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US  Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up 
FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
the  CO... 


Sender:  ^^^|(.u'aol.com 

Subject:  70  days  and  no  response  .  Plea.se  shot  down  entire  FSA  ,  they  harmed  people.  They  banned  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US 
Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up  FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD 
committed  by  the  college  I  attended.  SECRETARY  DeVos  PLEASE  REVIEW  MY  CASE  .  Fwd:  Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that 
US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of 
reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my  student  loans  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to 
Reconsider  June  1 6,  201 7  "  final  decision"  issued  by  the  Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

Message-Id:  <l5cd6675dla-c03-4ac6b<&^^^|^^^^|^B.aolmail.nct> 

Recipient:  chri.stopher.porter@ed.gov 


I  E.; _ ■  - _  n 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc 


Subject: 


|^H@dol.com 

Sunday,  October  1,  2017  1:28  AM 

DeVos,  Betsy 

Mayes,  Edgar;  Sheffield,  Cathy;  Bounds,  Herman;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Arnold,  Nathan; 
Hammond,  Cynthia;  Jeff.Baker@ed.gov;  Valentine,  Ingrid;  Minor,  Robin;  Conaty,  Joe; 
Stracke,  Linda;  McArdle,  Sophia;  McLennon,  Bridget;  Holland,  Linda; 
linda.mon”ssette@ct.gov;  Kane,  John;  Leith,  William;  Sessa,  Matthew;  Joyce,  Erin;  Elson, 
Alexander;  Prince,  Scott;  Wensil,  Brenda;  Pedersen,  AnnMarie;  Bennett,  Ron;  Nave,  Tracy; 
White,  Carolyn;  Nevin,  Colleen;  laura.kim@ed.gov;  Htrelski@aol.com;  Boggs,  Matthew; 
Knodell,  Jay;  LaVia,  Mark;  Smith,  Mark  A.;  frank.furey@ed.gov;  Toner,  Jana;  Venable, 
Joshua;  Yates,  Amanda;  Burge,  Pandora;  Trubia,  Patricia;  Behan,  Antoinette;  Fernandez- 
Rosario,  Martina;  Bryson,  Jane;  Oknich,  Mary;  Hurt,  John;  Appel,  Jeff;  McLarnon,  Gail; 
Eitel,  Robert;  Lee,  Ebony;  Davis,  Martha;  Toner,  Jana;  jon.alfuth@ed.gov;  Kissel,  Adam; 
Hill,  Elizabeth;  Manning,  James;  Ryu,  Byung;  Burke,  Sandra;  Scott,  Kimberly;  Kamara, 
Henry;  Chavez,  Anthony;  Gifford,  Nancy  Paula;  Marcucio,  Steven;  McGinnis,  Colleen; 
Harris,  Tracey  (FSA);  McHugh,  Erin;  Oberle,  George;  Frola,  Michael;  Siegrist,  Tricia; 
Wingel,  Barbara;  Bannister,  Jackie;  Bronstein,  Andrew;  Dillard,  Vanessa;  Nave,  Tracy; 
McDonagh,  James;  Reyes,  Frank;  Buckley,  Edward;  Coughlin,  Betty;  Wingel,  Barbara; 
Wensil,  Brenda;  Barth,  John;  Clarke,  Linda;  FSA  Ombudsman  Office;  Harris,  Evelyn;  Smith, 
Kathleen;  carlos.Muniz@ed.gov;  venessa.burton@ed.gov;  keia.cole@ed.gov; 
john.dipaolo@ed.gov;  fred.marinucci@ed.gov;  Smith,  Joseph;  Smith,  Gregory; 
harold.jenkins@ed.gov;  leonard.openhaim@ed.gov;  peter.haynes@ed.gov; 
caroline.homg@ed.gov;  Bartkowiak,  Thaddeus;  Porter,  Christopher;  Page,  Michael; 
Curran,  Frank  D.;  veardean.wilson@ed.gov;  mushtaq.gunja@ed.gov;  sujeet.rao@ed.gov; 
carmine.perrotti@ed.gov;  blumenthal@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
scheduler@alexander.senate.gov;  anton_goldblatt@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
casework@blumenthal.senate.gov;  jennifer_piazza@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
rich_kehoe@blumenthal.senate.gov;  elizabeth_warren@warren.senate.gov; 
steve_townsend@help.senate.gov;  alec_hinojosa@help.senate.gov; 
louis.mangini@mail.house.gov;  jake_baker@help.senate.gov; 
donovan_whiteside@alexander.senate.gov;  info_sanders@sanders.senate.gov 
70  days  and  no  response  .  Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 
harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US  Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up 
FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
the  CO... 


HALINA  TRELSKI 


Honorable  Secretary  Betsy  DeVos 
US  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCAnON 

Secretary  DeVos, 


pVERSIGHT 
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PLEASE  HELP !!! 

us  Department  of  Education  have  my  live  in  its  hands  for  over  two  and  half  years. 


During  those  YEARS  US  Department  of  Education  employees  ( especially  PSA  employees ) 
violated  law  after  law,  committed  fraud  after  fraud. 

US  Department  of  Education  employees  cover  up  fraud  and  conspired  with  each  others  to 
fraud  cover  up. 

US  Department  of  Education  did  NOT  respond  to  my  complaints. 

US  Department  of  Education  conspired  with  American  Student  Assistance  (  ASA )  > 
Guarantee  Agency  in  Boston  to  cover  up  violations  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by  ASA. 

US  Department  of  Education  conspired  with  Middlesex  Community  College  in 
Middletown,  CT  to  cover  up  violations  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
Middlesex  Community  College. 

US  Department  of  Education  violated  law,  violated  Due  Process  Rights  not  only  mine  but 
also  Due  Process  Rights  of  ALL  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

US  Department  of  Education  HARMED  not  only  me  but  also  ALL  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

Please  review  my  Case. 

Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 
harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

Very  respectfully, 

Haina  Trelski 


— Original  Message — 

From; 

To:  betsy.devos  <betsy.devos@ed.gov> 

Cc:  edgar.mayes  <edgar.mayes@ed.gov>;  cathy.sheffield  <cathy.sheffield@ed.gov>;  Herman.Bounds 
<Herman.Bounds@ed.gov>;  lynn.mahaffie  <lynn.mahaffie@ed.gov>:  nathan.arnold  <nathan.arnold@ed.gov>; 
cynthia.hammond  <cynthia.hammond@ed.gov>;  Jeff.Baker  <Jeff.Baker@ed.gov>;  ingrid. valentine 
<ingrid.valentine@ed.gov>;  robin.minor  <robin.minor@ed.gov>;  joseph.conaty  <joseph.conaty@ed.gov>;  linda.stracke 
<linda.stracke@ed.gov>;  Sophia. McArdle  <Sophia.McArdle@ed.gov>;  bridget.mclennon  <bridget.mclennon@ed.gov>; 
linda. Holland  <linda.holland@ed.gov>;  linda.morissette  <linda.morissette@ct.gov>;  john.kane  <john.kane@ed.gov>; 
william. leith  <wiHiam.leith@ed.gov>;  matthew.sessa  <matthew.sessa@ed.gov>;  erin.joyce  <erin.joyce@ed.gov>; 
alexander.elson  <alexander.elson@ed.gov>;  scott.prince  <scott.prince@ed.gov>;  brenda.wensil 
<brenda.wensil@ed.gov>;  annmarie.pedersen  <annmarie.pedersen@ed.gov>;  ron.bennett  <ron.bennett@ed.gov>: 
tracy.nave  <tracy.nave@ed.gov>;  carolyn.white  <carolyn.white@ed.gov>:  colleen.nevin  <colleen.nevin@ed.gov>; 
laura.kim  <laura.kim@ed.gov>;  Htrelski  <Htrelski@aol.com>;  matthew.boggs  <matthew.boggs@ed.gov>;  jay.knodell 
<jay.knodell@ed.gov>;  mark.lavia  <mark.lavia@ed.gov>;  mark. smith  <mark.smith@ed.gov>;  frank.furey 
<frank.furey@ed.gov>;  jana.toner  <jana.toner@ed.gov>;  Joshua.Venable  <Joshua,Venable@ed.gov>;  amanda.yates 
<amanda.yates@ed.gov>;  Pandora. Burge  <Pandora.Burge@ed.gov>:  patricia.trubia  <patricia.trubia@ed.gov>; 
antoinette.behan  <antoinette.behan@ed.gov>;  martina.rosario  <martina.rosario@ed.gov>;  jane.bryson 
<jane.bryson@ed.gov>;  mary.oknich  <mary.oknich@ed.gov>;  john.hurt  <john.hurt@ed.gov>:  jeff.appel 
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<jeff.appel@ed.gov>;  gail.mclarnon  <gail.mclarnon@ed.gov>:  Robert.Eitel  <Robert.Eitel@ed.gov>:  ebony.lee 
<ebony.lee@ed.gov>;  martha.davis  <martha.davis@ed.gov>;  jana.toner  <jana.toner@ed.gov>:  jon.alfuth 
<jon.alfuth@ed.gov>;  adam.kissel  <adam.kissel@ed.gov>;  Elizabeth. Hill  <Eli2abeth.Hill@ed.gov>;  james.manning 
<james.manning@ed.gov> 

Sent;  Fri,  Jul  21,  2017  1:28  pm 

Subject:  Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that  US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and  that 
US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of  reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my  student  loans  and 
that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to  Reconsider  June  16,  2017  "  final  decision"  issued  by  the 
Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that  US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and 
that  US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of  reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my 
student  loans  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to  Reconsider  June  16,  2017  " 
final  decision"  issued  by  the  Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

This  entire  letter  is  at  the  same  time  continuation  of  my  Petition  to  Rescind  and  Reconsider  June  16,  2017 
US  Department  of  Education  final  decision  . 

Mv  student  loans  are  not  enforceable  debt. 


HALINA  TRELSKI 


Honorable  Secretary  Betsy  DeVos 
US  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

English  is  my  second  language  and  I  wrote  this  letter  best  I  could. 

Dear  Secretary  DeVos, 

I  called  US  Department  of  Education  Default  Resolution  Group  at  1(  800  )621-3115  ( they  holding  my 
account )  and  they  informed  me  that  on  July  10,  2017  they  were  informed  by  Borrowers  Defense  Unit 
to  stop  collection  on  my  account  and  that  they  stooped  collection.  I  was  informed  that  US 
Department  of  Education  reviewing  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  my  student  loans  and  at  the 
same  time  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  student  loans. 

On  June  16,  2017  Borrowers  Defense  Unit  made  fraudulent "  final  decision"  in  my  Case.  After  that  I 
respectfully  asked  to  rescind  that  "final  decision"  and  reconsider  that  decision. 

I  can  not  afford  to  hire  attorney  and  I  am  asking  very  respectfully  to  please  rescind  and 
reconsider  that  June  16,  2016  "  final  decision"  even  if  I  used  incorrect  names  of  the  Petitions. 

Based  on  the  information  from  Default  Resolution  Group,  on  July  10,  2017  collection  on  my  account 
has  stopped  and  US  Department  of  Education  decided  to  reopen  my  Case  and  take  another  look  on 
my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  Student  Loans  (  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  the  student 
Loans) . 

I  understand  that  US  Department  of  Education  made  decision  to  reopen  my  Case  and  take  another 
look  on  my  Objections  to  Repayment  (  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  the  Student  Loans). 

I  am  respectfully  asking  please  to  confirm  those  information  fn  writing. 
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That  June  16,  2017 "  final  decision  "  informed  me  that  I  can  file  a  law  suit  against  US  Department  of 
Education  in  federal  court . 

I  do  not  have  any  idea  how  much  time  I  have  to  file  law  suit  in  federal  court. 

I  do  not  know  if  there  is  any  time  limit  until  when  after  that  June  16,  2017  "  final  decision  "  I 
can  file  law  suit  in  federal  court. 

In  my  understanding  ,  if  US  Department  of  Education  decided  reopen  my  case  and  take 
another  look  on  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  Student  loans  ,  I  should  have  more  time  to 
file  a  law  suit  ( if  it  would  be  still  necessary )  in  federal  court. 

I  do  not  have  money  for  attorney  so  I  will  need  start "  Go  Found  me  "  account  and  ask  others  for 
financial  help  to  cover  cost  of  the  law  suit  and  be  able  to  pay  attorney.  This  everything  will  take  time. 

It  would  be  very  unfair  for  me  if  time  US  Department  of  Education  needs  to  rewiew  my  Case  will  count 
against  me  and  if  I  will  loose  the  chance  to  file  that  law  suit  because  I  missed  the  deadline. 

I  do  not  know  the  law,  please  do  not  take  advantage  of  me  . 

Please  confirm  in  writing  that  collection  on  my  account  has  stopped  and  that  US  Department 
of  Education  reopen  my  Case  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  made  decision  to 
reconsider  June  16,  2017  *'  final  decision". 

Even  if  US  Department  of  Education  will  decide  later  to  not  change  its  June  16,  2017  "  final 
decision  "  ,  time  US  Department  of  Education  take  to  Review  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of 
my  Student  Loans  and  time  US  Department  of  Education  needs  to  rewiew  my  account  should 
never  be  counted  against  me. 

Please  do  not  harm  me. 

Please  protect  my  Due  Process  Rights. 

Very  respectfully, 

Halina  Trelski 
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From: 


MicrosoftExchange329e71ec88ae4615bbc36ab6ce41109e@usdedeop.onmicrosoft.com 
on  behalf  of^^^|@aol.com 
Sent:  Sunday,  October  1,  2017  1:28  AM 

To:  DeVos,  Betsy 

Cc:  Mayes,  Edgar;  Sheffield,  Cathy;  Bounds,  Herman;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Arnold,  Nathan; 

Hammond,  Cynthia;  Jeff.Baker@ed.gov;  Valentine,  Ingrid;  Minor,  Robin;  Conaty,  Joe; 
Stracke,  Linda;  McArdle,  Sophia;  McLennon,  Bridget;  Holland,  Linda; 
linda.morissette@ct.gov;  Kane,  John;  Leith,  William;  Sessa,  Matthew;  Joyce,  Erin;  Elson, 
Alexander;  Prince,  Scott;  Wensil,  Brenda;  Pedersen,  AnnMarie;  Bennett,  Ron;  Nave,  Tracy; 
White,  Carolyn;  Nevin,  Colleen;  laura.kim@ed.gov;  Htrelski@aol.com;  Boggs,  Matthew; 
Knodell,  Jay;  LaVia,  Mark;  Smith,  Mark  A.;  frank.furey@ed.gov;  Toner,  Jana;  Venable, 
Joshua;  Yates,  Amanda;  Burge,  Pandora;  Trubia,  Patricia;  Behan,  Antoinette;  Fernandez- 
Rosario,  Martina;  Bryson,  Jane;  Oknich,  Mary;  Hurt,  John;  Appel,  Jeff;  McLarnon,  Gail; 
Eitel,  Robert;  Lee,  Ebony;  Davis,  Martha;  Toner,  Jana;  jon.alfuth@ed.gov;  Kissel,  Adam; 
Hill,  Elizabeth;  Manning,  James;  Ryu,  Byung;  Burke,  Sandra;  Scott,  Kimberly;  Kamara, 
Henry;  Chavez,  Anthony;  Gifford,  Nancy  Paula;  Marcucio,  Steven;  McGinnis,  Colleen; 
Harris,  Tracey  (FSA);  McHugh,  Erin;  Oberle,  George;  Frola,  Michael;  Siegrist,  Tricia; 
Wingel,  Barbara;  Bannister,  Jackie;  Bronstein,  Andrew;  Dillard,  Vanessa;  Nave,  Tracy; 
McDonagh,  James;  Reyes,  Frank;  Buckley,  Edward;  Coughlin,  Betty;  Wingel,  Barbara; 
Wensil,  Brenda;  Barth,  John;  Clarke,  Linda;  FSA  Ombudsman  Office;  Harris,  Evelyn;  Smith, 
Kathleen;  carlos.Muniz@ed.gov;  venessa.burton@ed.gov;  keia.cole@ed.gov; 
john.dipaolo@ed.gov;  fred.marinucci@ed.gov;  Smith,  Joseph;  Smith,  Gregory; 
harold.jenkins@ed.gov;  leonard.openhaim@ed.gov;  peter.haynes@ed.gov; 
caroline.homg@ed.gov;  Bartkowiak,  Thaddeus;  Porter,  Christopher;  Page,  Michael; 
Curran,  Frank  D.;  veardean.wilson@ed.gov;  mushtaq.gunja@ed.gov;  sujeet.rao@ed.gov; 
carmine.perrotti@ed.gov;  blumenthal@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
scheduler@alexander.senate.gov;  anton_goldblatt@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
casework@blumenthal.senate.gov;  jennifer_piazza@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
rich_kehoe@blumenthal.senate.gov;  elizabeth_warren@warren.senate.gov; 
steve_townsend@help.senate.gov;  alec_hinojosa@help.senate.gov; 
louis.mangini@maiLhouse.gov;  jake_baker@help.senate.gov; 
donovan_whiteside@alexander.senate.gov;  info_sanders@sanders.senate.gov 
Subject:  70  days  and  no  response  .  Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 

harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US  Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up 
FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
the  CO... 

Attachments:  70  days  and  no  response .  Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 

harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US  Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up 
FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
the  CO... 


Sender:  H^Bu'aol.com 

Subject:  70  days  and  no  response  .  Plea.se  shot  down  entire  FSA  ,  they  harmed  people.  They  hanned  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US 
Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up  FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD 
committed  by  the  college  I  attended.  SECRETARY  DeVos  PLEASE  REVIEW  MY  CASE  .  Fwd:  Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that 
US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of 
reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my  student  loans  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to 
Reconsider  June  1 6,  201 7  "  final  decision"  issued  by  the  Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

Mcssagc-ld:  <l5cd6675dla-c03-4ac6b^^^f^^^^^aolmail.nct> 

Recipient:  john.barth^-cd.gov 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc 


Subject: 


^^^|@dol.com 

Sunday,  October  1,  2017  1:28  AM 

DeVos,  Betsy 

Mayes,  Edgar;  Sheffield,  Cathy;  Bounds,  Herman;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Arnold,  Nathan; 
Hammond,  Cynthia;  Jeff.Baker@ed.gov;  Valentine,  Ingrid;  Minor,  Robin;  Conaty,  Joe; 
Stracke,  Linda;  McArdle,  Sophia;  McLennon,  Bridget;  Holland,  Linda; 
linda.mon”ssette@ct.gov;  Kane,  John;  Leith,  William;  Sessa,  Matthew;  Joyce,  Erin;  Elson, 
Alexander;  Prince,  Scott;  Wensil,  Brenda;  Pedersen,  AnnMarie;  Bennett,  Ron;  Nave,  Tracy; 
White,  Carolyn;  Nevin,  Colleen;  laura.kim@ed.gov;  Htrelski@aol.com;  Boggs,  Matthew; 
Knodell,  Jay;  LaVia,  Mark;  Smith,  Mark  A.;  frank.furey@ed.gov;  Toner,  Jana;  Venable, 
Joshua;  Yates,  Amanda;  Burge,  Pandora;  Trubia,  Patricia;  Behan,  Antoinette;  Fernandez- 
Rosario,  Martina;  Bryson,  Jane;  Oknich,  Mary;  Hurt,  John;  Appel,  Jeff;  McLarnon,  Gail; 
Eitel,  Robert;  Lee,  Ebony;  Davis,  Martha;  Toner,  Jana;  jon.alfuth@ed.gov;  Kissel,  Adam; 
Hill,  Elizabeth;  Manning,  James;  Ryu,  Byung;  Burke,  Sandra;  Scott,  Kimberly;  Kamara, 
Henry;  Chavez,  Anthony;  Gifford,  Nancy  Paula;  Marcucio,  Steven;  McGinnis,  Colleen; 
Harris,  Tracey  (FSA);  McHugh,  Erin;  Oberle,  George;  Frola,  Michael;  Siegrist,  Tricia; 
Wingel,  Barbara;  Bannister,  Jackie;  Bronstein,  Andrew;  Dillard,  Vanessa;  Nave,  Tracy; 
McDonagh,  James;  Reyes,  Frank;  Buckley,  Edward;  Coughlin,  Betty;  Wingel,  Barbara; 
Wensil,  Brenda;  Barth,  John;  Clarke,  Linda;  FSA  Ombudsman  Office;  Harris,  Evelyn;  Smith, 
Kathleen;  carlos.Muniz@ed.gov;  venessa.burton@ed.gov;  keia.cole@ed.gov; 
john.dipaolo@ed.gov;  fred.marinucci@ed.gov;  Smith,  Joseph;  Smith,  Gregory; 
harold.jenkins@ed.gov;  leonard.openhaim@ed.gov;  peter.haynes@ed.gov; 
caroline.homg@ed.gov;  Bartkowiak,  Thaddeus;  Porter,  Christopher;  Page,  Michael; 
Curran,  Frank  D.;  veardean.wilson@ed.gov;  mushtaq.gunja@ed.gov;  sujeet.rao@ed.gov; 
carmine.perrotti@ed.gov;  blumenthal@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
scheduler@alexander.senate.gov;  anton_goldblatt@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
casework@blumenthal.senate.gov;  jennifer_piazza@blumenthal.senate.gov; 
rich_kehoe@blumenthal.senate.gov;  elizabeth_warren@warren.senate.gov; 
steve_townsend@help.senate.gov;  alec_hinojosa@help.senate.gov; 
louis.mangini@mail.house.gov;  jake_baker@help.senate.gov; 
donovan_whiteside@alexander.senate.gov;  info_sanders@sanders.senate.gov 
70  days  and  no  response  .  Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 
harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers.US  Department  of  Education  employees,  to  cover  up 
FRAUD  they  committed,  helped  to  cover  up  violation  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
the  CO... 


HALINA  TRELSKI 

US  DEPARTMENT  OF  ED  ACCOUNT  # 
10/01/2017 

Honorable  Secretary  Betsy  DeVos 
US  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCAnON 

Secretary  DeVos, 
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PLEASE  HELP !!! 

us  Department  of  Education  have  my  live  in  its  hands  for  over  two  and  half  years. 


During  those  YEARS  US  Department  of  Education  employees  ( especially  PSA  employees ) 
violated  law  after  law,  committed  fraud  after  fraud. 

US  Department  of  Education  employees  cover  up  fraud  and  conspired  with  each  others  to 
fraud  cover  up. 

US  Department  of  Education  did  NOT  respond  to  my  complaints. 

US  Department  of  Education  conspired  with  American  Student  Assistance  (  ASA )  > 
Guarantee  Agency  in  Boston  to  cover  up  violations  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by  ASA. 

US  Department  of  Education  conspired  with  Middlesex  Community  College  in 
Middletown,  CT  to  cover  up  violations  of  law  and  FRAUD  committed  by 
Middlesex  Community  College. 

US  Department  of  Education  violated  law,  violated  Due  Process  Rights  not  only  mine  but 
also  Due  Process  Rights  of  ALL  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

US  Department  of  Education  HARMED  not  only  me  but  also  ALL  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

Please  review  my  Case. 

Please  shot  down  entire  FSA ,  they  harmed  people.  They 
harmed  all  FFEL  loans  borrowers. 

Very  respectfully, 

Haina  Trelski 


— Original  Message — 

From;  ■■■■■■■@aol.com> 

To:  betsy.devos  <betsy.devos@ed.gov> 

Cc;  edgar.mayes  <edgar.mayes@ed.gov>;  cathy.sheffield  <cathy.sheffield@ed.gov>;  Herman.Bounds 
<Herman.Bounds@ed.gov>;  lynn.mahaffie  <lynn.mahaffie@ed.gov>:  nathan.arnold  <nathan.arnold@ed.gov>; 
cynthia.hammond  <cynthia.hammond@ed.gov>;  Jeff.Baker  <Jeff.Baker@ed.gov>;  ingrid. valentine 
<ingrid.valenline@ed.gov>;  robin.minor  <robin.minor@ed.gov>;  joseph.conaty  <joseph.conaty@ed.gov>;  linda.stracke 
<linda.stracke@ed.gov>;  Sophia. McArdle  <Sophia.McArdle@ed.gov>;  bridget.mclennon  <bridget.mclennon@ed.gov>; 
linda. Holland  <linda.holland@ed.gov>;  linda.morissette  <linda.morissette@ct.gov>;  john.kane  <john.kane@ed.gov>; 
william. leith  <wiHiam.leith@ed.gov>;  matthew.sessa  <matthew.sessa@ed.gov>;  erin.joyce  <erin.joyce@ed.gov>; 
alexander.elson  <alexander.elson@ed.gov>;  scott.prince  <scott.prince@ed.gov>;  brenda.wensil 
<brenda.wensil@ed.gov>;  annmarie.pedersen  <annmarie.pedersen@ed.gov>;  ron.bennett  <ron.bennett@ed.gov>: 
tracy.nave  <tracy.nave@ed.gov>;  carolyn.white  <carolyn.white@ed.gov>:  colleen.nevin  <colleen.nevin@ed.gov>; 
laura.kim  <laura.kim@ed.gov>;  Htrelski  <Htrelski@aol.com>;  matthew.boggs  <matthew.boggs@ed.gov>;  jay.knodell 
<jay.knodell@ed.gov>;  mark.lavia  <mark.lavia@ed.gov>;  mark. smith  <mark.smith@ed.gov>;  frank.furey 
<frank.furey@ed.gov>;  jana.toner  <jana.toner@ed.gov>;  Joshua.Venable  <Joshua,Venable@ed.gov>;  amanda.yates 
<amanda.yates@ed.gov>;  Pandora. Burge  <Pandora.Burge@ed.gov>:  patricia.trubia  <patricia.trubia@ed.gov>; 
antoinette.behan  <antoinette.behan@ed.gov>;  martina.rosario  <martina.rosario@ed.gov>;  jane.bryson 
<jane.bryson@ed.gov>;  mary.oknich  <mary.oknich@ed.gov>;  john.hurt  <john.hurt@ed.gov>:  jeff.appel 
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<jeff.appel@ed.gov>;  gail.mclarnon  <gail.mclarnon@ed.gov>:  Robert.Eitel  <Robert.Eitel@ed.gov>:  ebony.lee 
<ebony.lee@ed.gov>;  martha.davis  <martha.davis@ed.gov>;  jana.toner  <jana.toner@ed.gov>:  jon.alfuth 
<jon.alfuth@ed.gov>;  adam.kissel  <adam.kissel@ed.gov>;  Elizabeth. Hill  <Eli2abeth.Hill@ed.gov>;  james.manning 
<james.manning@ed.gov> 

Sent;  Fri,  Jul  21,  2017  1:28  pm 

Subject:  Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that  US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and  that 
US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of  reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my  student  loans  and 
that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to  Reconsider  June  16,  2017  "  final  decision"  issued  by  the 
Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

Petition  to  issue  confirmation  that  US  Department  of  Education  stooped  collection  on  my  student  loans  and 
that  US  Department  of  Education  is  now  in  the  process  of  reviewing  of  my  objections  to  repayment  of  my 
student  loans  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  approved  my  Petition  to  Reconsider  June  16,  2017  " 
final  decision"  issued  by  the  Borrower  Defense  Unit. 

This  entire  letter  is  at  the  same  time  continuation  of  my  Petition  to  Rescind  and  Reconsider  June  16,  2017 
US  Department  of  Education  final  decision  . 

Mv  student  loans  are  not  enforceable  debt. 


Honorable  Secretary  Betsy  DeVos 
US  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

English  is  my  second  language  and  I  wrote  this  letter  best  I  could. 

Dear  Secretary  DeVos, 

I  called  US  Department  of  Education  Default  Resolution  Group  at  1(  800  )621-3115  ( they  holding  my 
account )  and  they  informed  me  that  on  July  10,  2017  they  were  informed  by  Borrowers  Defense  Unit 
to  stop  collection  on  my  account  and  that  they  stooped  collection.  I  was  informed  that  US 
Department  of  Education  reviewing  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  my  student  loans  and  at  the 
same  time  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  student  loans. 

On  June  16,  2017  Borrowers  Defense  Unit  made  fraudulent "  final  decision"  in  my  Case.  After  that  I 
respectfully  asked  to  rescind  that  "final  decision"  and  reconsider  that  decision. 

I  can  not  afford  to  hire  attorney  and  I  am  asking  very  respectfully  to  please  rescind  and 
reconsider  that  June  16,  2016  "  final  decision"  even  if  I  used  incorrect  names  of  the  Petitions. 

Based  on  the  information  from  Default  Resolution  Group,  on  July  10,  2017  collection  on  my  account 
has  stopped  and  US  Department  of  Education  decided  to  reopen  my  Case  and  take  another  look  on 
my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  Student  Loans  (  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  the  student 
Loans) . 

I  understand  that  US  Department  of  Education  made  decision  to  reopen  my  Case  and  take  another 
look  on  my  Objections  to  Repayment  (  my  Defenses  against  Repayment  of  the  Student  Loans). 

I  am  respectfully  asking  please  to  confirm  those  information  fn  writing. 
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That  June  16,  2017 "  final  decision  "  informed  me  that  I  can  file  a  law  suit  against  US  Department  of 
Education  in  federal  court . 

I  do  not  have  any  idea  how  much  time  I  have  to  file  law  suit  in  federal  court. 

I  do  not  know  if  there  is  any  time  limit  until  when  after  that  June  16,  2017  "  final  decision  "  I 
can  file  law  suit  in  federal  court. 

In  my  understanding  ,  if  US  Department  of  Education  decided  reopen  my  case  and  take 
another  look  on  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of  my  Student  loans  ,  I  should  have  more  time  to 
file  a  law  suit  ( if  it  would  be  still  necessary )  in  federal  court. 

I  do  not  have  money  for  attorney  so  I  will  need  start "  Go  Found  me  "  account  and  ask  others  for 
financial  help  to  cover  cost  of  the  law  suit  and  be  able  to  pay  attorney.  This  everything  will  take  time. 

It  would  be  very  unfair  for  me  if  time  US  Department  of  Education  needs  to  rewiew  my  Case  will  count 
against  me  and  if  I  will  loose  the  chance  to  file  that  law  suit  because  I  missed  the  deadline. 

I  do  not  know  the  law,  please  do  not  take  advantage  of  me  . 

Please  confirm  in  writing  that  collection  on  my  account  has  stopped  and  that  US  Department 
of  Education  reopen  my  Case  and  that  US  Department  of  Education  made  decision  to 
reconsider  June  16,  2017  *'  final  decision". 

Even  if  US  Department  of  Education  will  decide  later  to  not  change  its  June  16,  2017  "  final 
decision  "  ,  time  US  Department  of  Education  take  to  Review  my  Objections  to  Repayment  of 
my  Student  Loans  and  time  US  Department  of  Education  needs  to  rewiew  my  account  should 
never  be  counted  against  me. 

Please  do  not  harm  me. 

Please  protect  my  Due  Process  Rights. 

Very  respectfully, 

Halina  Trelski 


pVERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000162 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Monday,  November  6,  2017  4:58  PM 

McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Malawer,  Hilary;  Mahaffie,  Lynn 

0MB  Comments  for  BD  Issue  Papers 

EOPCommentsBQI^ytFapers.docx; 

EOPComments^^^^apersFinancialAccounting.docx 


Elizabeth, 


Attached  for  ED's  consideration  are  proposed  comments/edits  to  the  BD  Issue  papers. 
Thanks, 


Sharon  Mar 

Senior  Advi.sor  to  the  Deputy  Administrator 

0MB I  Office  of  Information  and  Regulatory  Affairs 

Tel-  202.395.64661  Fax:  202.395.51 67  |smai'@omb. eop.gov 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Subject: 

Attachments: 


whall 

Monday,  November  13,  2017  1:10  PM 

Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  ■drobinson@roanokecho\«an.edu’;  pres@usstudents.org; 
stevaughn.bush@law.bison.howard.edu;  Ashley.harrington@responsiblelending.org; 
smartindale@consumer.org;  ashafroth@nclc.org;  jfredman@baylegal.org; 
will.hubbard@studentveterans.org;  walter@veteranseducationsuccess.org; 
John.Ellis@oag.texas.gov;  Evan.Daniels@azag.gov;  mccomis@accsc.org; 
l<solinski@hlcommission.org,  sharpv@evangel.edu;  Kimberly.Brown@dmu.edu; 
alacey@thompsoncoburn.com;  ^^^^^|@gmail.com;  hudsok@rpi.edu; 
rflaniga@spelman.edu;  lodriguez.murray@uncf.org;  dmadzelan@acenet.edu; 
NassirianB@aascu.org;  Alyssa.Dobson@sru.edu;  sklewis@uw.edu;  aareich@liberty.edu; 
gjones@CompassRoseFoundation.org;  MB@Ayers.edu;  Chris@DeLucaLawLLC.com; 
^^^^^^^|@gmail.com;  Linda@rawleslaw.com;  colleens@mohela.com; 
oconnell@vsac.org;  srepp@ncher.us 
Proposed  Additional  Items 

Add'l  Administrative  forb  to  collect  and  process  supporting  documentation.docx;  Add'l 
Adminstrative  forb  for  timely  recertified  and  recalulated  IDR  payments  .docx;  Add'l 
Closed  school  discharge  application  when  borrower  fails  to  respond  TC  .docx;  Add’l  IDR 
after  day  270  of  delinquency.docx;  Add'l  REPAYE  payment  application  TC.docx 


Thank  you, 
Wanda  Hall 


From:  Hoblitzell,  Barbara  (mailto:Barbara.H0blit2ell@ed.gov] 

Sent:  Monday,  November  06,  2017  6:53  PM 

To:  'drobinson@roanokechowan.edu’  <drobinson@roanokechowan.edu>;  pres@usstudents.org; 
stevaughn.bush@law.bison.howard.edu;  Ashley.harrington@responsiblelending.org;  smartindale@consumer.org; 
ashafroth@nclc.org;  jfredman@baylegal.org;  will.hubbard@studentveterans.org; 

walter@veteranseducationsuccess.org;  John.Ellis@oag.texas.gov;  Evan.Daniels@azag.gov;  mccomis@accsc.org; 
ksolinski@hlcommission.org;  sharpv@evangel.edu;  KimbefiV.Brown@dmu.edu;  alacey@thompsoncoburn.com; 
■■^^■@gmail.com;  hudsok@rpi.edu;  rflaniga@spelmar).edu;  lodriguez.murray@uncf.org;  dmad2elan@acenet.edu; 
NassirianB@aascu.org;  Alyssa.Dobson@sru.edu;  sklewis@uw.eclu;  aareich@liberty.edu; 
gjones@CompassRoseFoundation.org;  MB@Ayers.edu;  Chns@DeLucaLawLLC.com;  ^^^^^^^l@gmail.com; 
Linda@rawleslaw.com;  Wanda  Hall  <WHall@edfinancial.com>;  colleens@mohela.com;  oconnell@vsac.org; 
srepp@ncher.us 

Subject:  Issue  Papers  for  Session  1:  Borrower  Defense  Negotiated  Rulemaking 


Good  evening,  non-Federal  negotiators  for  Borrower  Defense. 
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I  hope  this  email  finds  you  well.  Attached  are  eight  issue  papers  outlining  the  issues  to  be  discussed  at  our  first  session  of 
negotiated  rulemaking  next  week: 


Please  don't  hesitate  to  contact  me  if  you  have  any  questions. 


Barbara  Hoblitzell 

Team  Lead  -  Borrower  Defense  Negotiated  Rulemaking 


Barbara  A.  Hoblitzell  . 

U.S.  Department  Of  Education  |  Office  of  Postsecondary  Education 
Policy,  Planning,  and  Innovation 

400  Maryland  Avenue,  S.W.  6W252  |  Washington,  D.C.  20202 
202,453.7583  |  barljat  a.t  iciljlitzellped.eovl  Website  1 1  witter 


P'^ersIght 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000178 


FMVOQpOd 


imPlmcyAa 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000179 


iMPnMcyAa 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000180 


IMPlMCyta 


■mrFfvMOMOfi 


mPimc^Aa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000182 


■wFfvMpMori 


iMPiMC^Aa 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000183 


rxxx}^;:; 

. :’:*:’:*2mxxxxxxxxxxx:::n*:’:*:‘ 


■  ••************^^IXXXXX«*** 
Ij^jjjcxxxx:^’:*:*  • 


u:iS;^:*:*:*:::*:*:*:u;LXx 
^^■v:*:*:*:*:::;x)^* 

- 

f“ihrough  18-0286-B-000184 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Bantle  Edward  D.  <ebantle@fmcs.gov> 

Friday,  December  1,  2017  1:44  PM 

Weisman,  Annmarie;  pres@usstudents.org;  stevaughn.bush@law,bison.howard.edu; 
Ashley.harrington@responsiblelending.org;  smartindale@consumer.org; 
ashafroth@nclc.org;  jfredman@baylegal.org;  will.hubbard@studentveterans.org; 
walter@veteranseducationsuccess.org;  John.Ellis@oag.texas.gov; 
Evan.Daniels@azag.gov;  mccomis@accsc.org;  Karen  Solinski;  sharpv@evangel.edu, 
Kimberly.Brown@dmu.edu;  alacey@thompsoncoburn.com;  |^H|B@gmail.com; 
hudsok@rpi.edu;  drobinson@shawu.edu;  rflaniga@spelman.edu; 
lodriguez.murray@uncf.org;  aareich@liberty.edu;  dmadzelan@acenet.edu; 
NassirianB@aascu.org;  Alyssa.Dobson@sru.edu;  sklewis@uw.edu; 
gjones@CompassRoseFoundation.org;  MB@Ayers.edu;  Chris@DeLucaLawLLC.com; 
^^H^^^B@gmaiLcom;  Linda@rawleslaw.com;  whall;  colleens@mohela.com; 
oconnell@vsac.org;  srepp@ncher.us;  randerson@sheeo.org 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Caruso  Moira;  Miller  Rozmyn;  Smith  Krystil 
ED  -  Borrower  Defenses  Meeting  Summary 
(DRAFT)  Borrower  Defense  Summary  November  Session.pdf 


Good  afternoon  Negotiators, 

I  hope  everyone  had  a  wonderful  Thanksgiving.  Attached,  you  will  find  a  draft  summary  of  our  November  13-15 
Borrower  Defenses  and  Financial  Responsibility  Negotiated  Rulemaking  meeting.  As  noted,  this  is  a  draft.  Please  let  me 
know  if  you  have  edits,  comments,  or  suggestions.  Additionally,  as  noted  at  the  end  of  our  meeting,  if  you  have  any 
questions  or  documents  that  you  would  like  distributed  to  the  Committee  or  shared  with  the  Department,  just  send 
them  to  one  of  the  facilitators.  Finally,  prior  to  the  next  session  you  will  be  receiving  a  proposed  agenda  from  the 
facilitators  and  draft  regulatory  text  from  the  Department. 

Thanks, 

Ted 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Hoblitzell,  Barbara 

Friday,  December  29.  2017  12:58  PM 
Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB 

Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Amann,  Amanda 
Re:  BD  Issue  Papers 

BD  Issue  Paper  1  Session  2  1 2.28.1 7.docx;  BD  Issue  Paper  2  Session  2  12.28.17.docx;  BD 
Issue  Paper  3  Session  2  1 2.28.1 7.docx;  BD  Issue  Paper  4  Session  2  1 2.28.1 7.docx;  BD 

Issue  Paper  5  Session  2  1 2.28.1 7.docx;  BD  Issue  Paper  6  Session  2  12.28.17.docx;  BD 

Issue  Paper  7  Session  2  1 2.28.1 7.docx;  BD  Issue  Paper  8  Session  2  1 2.28.1 7.docx 


As  requested... 


Attached  please  find  red-lined  versions  of  draft  regulatory  language  on  the  following  issues  to  begin  discussions  at  the 
next  rulemaking  session: 


As  a  reminder,  we  will  meet  for  the  second  session  of  negotiated  rulemaking  on  these  topics  January  8-11,  2018.  Our 
sessions  will  begin  at  9:00  am  and  end  at  5:00  pm  and  will  be  held  in  the  Training  Center  at  the  Federal  Student  Aid 
Offices  at  830  First  Street,  N.E.,  Washington,  D.C. 


Kind  regards, 


b. 


Barbara  A.  Hoblitzell 
Borrower  Defense  Team  Lead 

U.S.  Department  of  Education  (Office  of  Postsecondary  Education 
Policy,  Planning,  and  Innovation 

400  Maryland  Avenue,  S.W.  6W252  (Washington,  D.C.  20202 
202.453.7583  (  barbara.hoblttzelliSed.aovi  Website!  Twitter 
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On  Dec  29,  2017,  at  11:58  AM,  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  <Philip  M  Ti7zani(5)omb,eop.gov>  wrote: 


Hi  all, 

Can  we  also  get  a  copy  of  the  final  papers  when  you  send  them  to  negotiators  today?  ThanksI 
Philip 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB 

Sent:  Tuesday,  December  26,  2017  9:51  PM 

To:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilarv.Malawer(5)ed.eov> 

Cc:  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB  <Alexander  T  Hunt(Siomb.eop.eov>:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 
<Elizabeth.McFadden(5)ed.gov'>:  McLarnon,  Gail  <Gail.McLarnongDed.gov>:  Mahaffie,  Lynn 
<Lvnn.Mahaffie(5)ed.gov>:  Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Bacbara.Hoblitzelliaed.eov>:  Weisman,  Annmarie 
<Annmarie  Weisman(Sed.Rov>:  Lahey,  Alisa  <Alisa.Lahev^ed.gov>;  Disario,  Rachel 
<Rachel  Disaiio(5>ed.gov>:  Hong,  Caroline  <Cdroltne.Hong^ed.goy>:  Siegel,  Brian 
<6fian.Siegel(5)ed.gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amarida.An>anii@ed.gov>:  Chesley,  Susan 
<Su5an.Cheslev(5ied.gov> 

Subject:  Re:  BD  Issue  Papers 

Hilary, 

Thank  you  for  Eds  responses  to  EOP  comments.  We  appreciate  your  thorough  responses.  We  have  one 
remaining  question/  answer  to  #25: 


Sharon 


Sent  from  my  iPhone 


On  Dec  22,  2017,  at  3:08  PM,  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hllarv.Malawert5ied.gov>  wrote: 


pVEHSIGHT 


2 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000193 


Hi  Sharon  and  Alex 


Attached  are  ED's  responses  to  OMB's  comments  on  the  BD  issue  papers. 
Happy  holidays! 

Hilary 
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Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Bantle  Edward  D.  <ebantle@fmcs.gov> 

Thursday,  January  11,  2018  3:26  PM 

Weisman,  Annmarie;  pres@usstudents.org;  stevaughn.bush@law.bison.howard.edu; 
Ashley.harrington@responsiblelending.org;  smartindale@consumer.org; 
ashafroth@nclc.org;  jfredman@baylegal.org;  will.hubbard@studentveterans.org; 
walter@veteranseducationsuccess.org;  John.Ellis@oag.texas.gov; 
Evan.Daniels@azag.gov;  mccomis@accsc.org;  Karen  Solinski;  sharpv@evangel.edu,' 
Kimberly.Brown@dmu.edu;  alacey@thompsoncoburn.com;  gmail.com; 

hudsok@rpi.edu;  rflaniga@spelman.edu;  lodriguez.murray@uncf.org; 
aareich@liberty.edu;  dmadzelan@acenet.edu;  NassirianB@aascu.org; 
Alyssa.Dobson@sru.edu;  sklewis@uw.edu;  gjones@CompassRoseFoundation.org; 
MB@Ayers.edu;  Chris@DeLucaLawLLC.com;  gmail.com; 

Linda@rawleslaw.com;  whall;  colleens@mohela.com;  oconnell@vs3C.org; 
srepp@ncher.us;  randerson@sheeo.org;  'drobinson@roanokechowan.edu' 

Miller  Rozmyn;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Caruso  Moira;  Smith  Krystil 
ED  -  BD;  Information  Distribution 
College  Complaints  Llnmasked.pdf 


Good  afternoon, 

Attached  document  distributed  at  the  request  of  Walter  Ochinko. 

Thanks, 

Ted 

Edward  D.  Banilc 
Commissioner 

Federal  Mediation  &  Conciliation  Service 

Office  of  Alternative  Dispute  Resolution  anrl  intemationaJ  Servjoe«r 
250  E  Street.  SW 
Washington,  DC  20024 
Office:  ('202)606-0023 

Cell.HHHlHH 

E-  Moil;  ebaritic(uTmrs  gov 
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College  Complaints  Unmasked 

99  Percent  of  Student  Fraud  Claims  Concern  For-Profit  Colleges 

NOVEMBER  8,  2017  -  YAN  CAO  AND  TARIQ  HABASH 
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The  Century  FcAiiidation  (TCP)  has  obtained  new  data  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education  about  nearly  100,000  “borrower 


defense  daims''“Tappiications  for  loan  relief  from  students  who  maintain  that  they  have  been  defrauded  or  misled  by  federally 
approved  colleges  and  universities.^ 


^\Tiile  the  department  previously  has  revealed  small  amounts  of  information  on  borrower  defense  complaints,  including  the 
number  of  claims  that  are  pending  and  that  have  been  approved,  the  government  has  never  before  released  a  comprehensive  list 
of  schools  accused  of  predatory  behavior. 


Now,  in  response  to  a  Freedom  of  Information  Act  (FOIA)  request  from  TCFj  the  Department  of  Education  has  provided 
infonnation  that  sorts  all  98,868  borrower  defense  claims  received  as  of  Augiv^tlS,  2017,  by  school.^  The  data  represents  the 
first-ever  public  record  of  the  number  of  claims  students  have  filed  against  each  and  eveiy^  higher  education  institution  in  the 
country. 


\^^len  TCF  analyzed  the  new  data,  it  found  a  disproportionate  concentration  of  predator}^  behavior  among  for-profit  colleges. 
This  report  summarizes  these  findings,  shedding  new  light  on  patterns  of  predatory  behavior,  and  raising  serious  concerns 
about  the  federal  government’s  current  approach  to  providing  relief  to  students  who  have  been  defrauded  and  misled. 


Key  findings  in  the  report  include: 

•  Out  of  the  total  of 98,868  complaints  reviewed  by  TCF,  for-profit  colleges  generated  more  than  98.6  percent  of  them 
(97)506  complaints).  Of  these  complaints  nonprofit  colleges  generated  0.79  percent  (789  complaints)  and  public  colleges 
generated  0.57  percent  (559  complaints). 

•  Approximately  three-fourths  of  all  claims  (76.2  percent)  were  against  schools  owned  by  one  for-profit  entity,  the 
now-closed  Corinthian  Colleges  (75,343  claims).  Removing  Corinthian  from  the  analysis,  the  vast  majority  of  claims, 
over  94  percent,  were  still  against  for-profit  colleges  (22,160  of  the  23,525  non-Corinthian  claims). 

•  Claims  are  concentrated  around  fifty-two  entities— forty-seven  for-profit  companies  and  five  nonprofit  institutions— 
that  have  each  generated  t\%  enty  or  more  borrower  defense  claims.  Of  these  five  nonprofits,  three  converted  from  for- 
profit  ownership. 


•  The  backlog  of  fraud  complaints— currently  numbering  87^000  not  yet  reviewed— is  increasing,  with  the  number  of 

1  >- 
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new  claims  submitted  per  month  averaging  approximately  8,000  since  mid- August. 

The  above  findings  are  all  the  more  striking  when  considettag  the  underlying  differences  between  for-profit,  nonprofit,  and 
public  higher  education  institutions.  While  for-profit  colleges  generate  99  of  every  100  complaints  of  student  fraud,  these 
schools  number  far  fewer,  and  enroll  far  fewer  students,  than  nonprofit  and  public  schools  do.  For  instance: 


Despite  making  up  the  overwhelming  majority^  of  borrower  defense  claims,  for-profit  schools  account  for  only  about 
10  percent  of  enrollment  and  18  percent  of  the  outstanding  federal  through  1 8-0286-B-000241 


o 


Tliose  who  enrolled  at  a  for-profit  college  in  recent  years  are  1,100  times  more  likely  to  end  up  filing  a  fraud  claim  than 
those  w^ho  enrolled  at  a  public  institution,  or  200  times  more  likely  than  enrolling  at  a  nonprofit,  based  on  the  data 
available  so  far.^ 

o  Considering  only  students  who  borrowed,  those  who  attended  a  for-profit  school  are  356  times  more  likely  to  have  filed 
a  fraud  claim  than  those  who  attended  a  public  school,  or  135  times  more  likely  than  those  who  attended  a  nonprofit.'^ 

•  The  ‘‘worst  actors”  among  nonprofit  and  public  colleges  pale  in  comparison  to  their  for-profit  counterparts, 
o  The  ten  most-accused  for-profit  entities,  excluding  Corinthian,  generated  a  total  of  18,832  claims;  the  top  ten  public 
and  nonprofit  schools  generated  only  233  claims.^ 

WhWc  the  Department  of  Education  has  not  provided  any  borrower  defense  complaints  in  response  to  TCFs  FOIA  requests,  it 
has  outlined  some  of  the  fraudulent  practices  that  could  precipitate  students’  requests  for  loan  forgiveness,  such  as  schools 
misrepresenting  the  costs,  accreditation,  transfer  opportunities,  and  job  prospects  that  are  associated  with  a  degree  program. 


Those  who  enrolled  at  a  for-profit  college  in  recent  years  are  1,100  times 
more  likely  to  end  up  filing  a  fraud  claim  than  those  who  enrolled  at  a 
public  institution. 


Every  company  that  has  generated  more  than  300  fraud  complaints— the  top  eleven,  in  our  analysis— has  previously  been  the 
subject  of  investigations  by  law  enforcement  and  public  oversight  bodies.  In  several  cases,  1^S:e  ^e  already  rulings  that  these 
institutions  defi  auded  students  by  violating  state  consumer  protection  laws  and  other  standards  that  make  students  eligible  for 
borrower  defense  relief. 

To  be  sure,  this  new  data  on  borrower  defense  claims  sorted  by  institution  does  not,  by  itself,  reveal  any  information  on  whether 
a  school  or  company  is  guilty  of  wrongdoing.  A  claim  is  just  a  claim,  after  all. 

Yet  to  establish  whether  a  claim  is  valid,  it  must  be  reviewed— something  the  Department  of  Education  currently  is  not  doing.^ 
Responding  to  complaints  is  critical  to  establishing  a  marketplace  that  is  safe  for  consumers  and  taxpayers. 

The  new  data  analyzed  in  this  report  is  yet  further  evidence  of  a  pattern  of  fraud  and  abuse  by  for-profit  schools  against 
students.  By  taking  seriously  these  tens  of  thousands  of  claims,  the  Department  of  Education  could  help  students,  hold  schools 
accountable,  and  send  a  signal  that  fraudulent  predatoiy  behavior  will  not  be  tolerated  in  higher  education. 


The  Rising  Tide  of  Borrower  Defense  Complaints 
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The  concept  of  a  borrower  defense  for  student  loan  debt  is  not  new,  and  in  fact  dates  back  to  the  1970s,  a  time  when  the  federal 
government  was  then  responding  to  a  drastic  increase  in  student  loan  defaults.  As  detailed  later  in  this  report,  concern  over 
predatory  practices  at  for-profit  schools  through  the  1980s  and  1990s  led  Congress  to  formally  recognize  students’  “borrower 
defense”  rights  when  it  enacted  the  Student  Loan  Reform  Act  of  1993.  For  a  while,  public  concern  over  predatory  schools 
receded,  and  the  borrower  defense  provision  was  all  but  forgotten.^ 

But  the  weakening  of  federal  oversight  over  for-profit  colleges  in  the  2000s  fostered  renewed  growth  in  predatory  behavior  by 
these  schools,®  and  victimized  borrowers  once  again  started  pressing  their  government— which  had  approved  the  schools  for 
federal  loans— to  provide  relief.^ 

Lawmakers,  flooded  with  complaints  from  their  constituents,  began  searching  for  a  remedy,  and  in  2014  rediscovered  the 
borrower  defense  provision  in  the  law.'^  After  months  of  outreach  by  the  Department  of  Education,  state  attorneys  general,  and 
legal  aid  services,  the  applications  for  loan  relief  started  pouring  in.  Data  provided  by  the  Department  of  Education  to  TCP  on 
August  15  in  response  to  a  FOIA  request  placed  the  total  number  of  complaints  received  by  that  date  at  98,868,  with  an 
astonishing  98.6  percent  of  those  originated  from  for-profit  colleges. 

FIGURE  1 


Initially,  when  the  department  began  tracking  borrower  defense  applications  in  late  2015,  nearly  all  of  the  complaints  centered 
on  fraudulent  practices  by  Corinthian  Colleges,  Inc.  This  high  concentration  of  Corinthian  students  is  understandable:  the 
school  was  then  in  the  process  of  closing  ot  selling  its  campuses  after  government  investigations  found  that  the  company  had 
misled  students.”  The  Department  of  Education  and  borrower  groups  like  the  Debt  Collective  launched  efforts  to  reach  out  to 
borrowers  who  might  qualify  for  loan  cancellation.^^  In  this  way,  the  collapse  of  Corinthian  drove  much  of  the  renewed 
attention  on  borrower  defense  relief,  and  this  is  reflected  in  the  number  of  Corinthian-based  fraud  complaints.  As  of  August  15, 
out  of  the  98,868  fraud  complaints  TCF  reviewed,  75,343  came  from  former  Corinthian  studeixtsu  .  . 


The  high  proportion  of  Corinthian  students  among  those  seeking  relief  may  give  the  Mse  imfWession  this  high  tide  of 

complaints  is  simply  an  indicator  of  the  collapse  of  a  single  school,  but  the  data  indicate  borrowers  who 

attended  schools  other  than  Corinthian  have  been  rising  rapidly  as  well,  particularly  among  studen^  att^ded  other  for- 

^  •  n  •_»  ‘ 

profit  colleges.  Of  the  23,525  non-Corinthian  borrower  defense  claims,  over  94  percent  were  generated  by  for-profit  colleges, 

■«  f  •  .  ^  -  _ 
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even  though  for-profit  schools  make  up  only  18  percent  of  the  outstanding  loan  volume  in  the  federal  student  loan  program.^^ 
WTiile  the  number  of  complaints  from  these  schools  does  not  approach  the  current  totals  for  Corinthian,  they  may  indicate 
Corinthians-in-the-making,  as  their  complaint  volume  now  exceeds  early  numbers  for  Corinthian-related  claims. 


The  coordinated  outreach  on  borrower  defense  by  state  attorney  general  offices,^'^  veterans  groups,^^  and  legal  services 
organizations,'^  among  others,  indicates  the  broad  consensus  that  there  is  reason  to  be  concerned  about  the  nature  of  some  for- 
profit  colleges.  This  outreach  certainly  has  driven  up  the  number  of  complaints  filed,  but  it  is  the  response  ta  fee  pent-up 
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frustrations  of  borrowers,  not  the  cause  of  it.  Further,  it  is  hard  to  doubt  the  sincerity  of  the  claims  submitted  through  the 
department  s  borrower  defense  application  form,  which  requires  borrowers  to  affirmatively  attest  that  all  information 
submitted  is  true.^" 

TCF  analysis  of  the  Department  of  Education  data  identified  fifty-two  entities— forty-seven  for-profit  companies,  and  five 
nonprofit  institutions— that  have  each  generated  twenty  or  more  borrower  defense  claims.'®  The  ten  companies  outside 

A 

Corinthian  Colleges  with  the  most  complaints  arc  identiiied  in  Table  1,  along  witih  the  college  brands  that  they  own  or  owned 
(see  the  Appendix  for  an  expanded  list).  Of  the  five  nonprofits  listed  in  this  report,  three  converted  from  for-profit  ownership, 
including  Wright  Career  College,  a  college  operated  by  the  nonprofit  Mission  Gionp  Kansas,  which  garnered  the  most  claims 
(forty-four)  among  nonprofit  schools.'^ 

TABLE  1 
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Top  Ten  Generators  of  Borrower  Defense  Claims,  Other  than  Corinthian 


Parent  Company 


Number  of  Claim 


ITT  Educational  Services,  Inc.  (ITT  Tech,  Daniel  Webster  College) 


7,348 


American  Career  Institute  "ACI" 


2,892 


Education  Ma?iagement  Corporation  "EDMC"  (The  Art  Institutes,  Argosy  University,  South  University,  Brown 
Mackie 


2,224 


Adtalem  Global  Education,  Inc.,  f/k/a  DeVry  Education  Group  Inc.  (DeVry  University,  DeVry  College  of  New 

York,  Carrington  College,  Chamberlain  University  -  College  of  Nursing,  Keller  Graduate  School  of  Managemet^t,  1,905 

■ie 

Ross  University) 


Apollo  Education  Group  (University  of  Phoenix,  Western  International  University) 


1,372 


Career  Education  Corporation  "CEC"  (American  InterContinental  University,  Briarcliffe  College,  Brooks  Institute, 
Colorado  Technical  University,  Harrington  College  of  Design,  Le  Cordon  Bleu  College  of  Culinary  Arts,  Missouri 
College,  Sanford-Brown  College)^® 


1,285 


InfiLaw  Corporation  (Charlotte  School  of  Law,  Arizona  Summit  Law  School,  Florida  Coastal  School  of  Law) 


522 


Alta  Colleges,  Inc.  (Westwood  College,  Redstone  College) 


462 


Graham  Holdings,  Inc.  (Kaplan  University,  Kaplan  College,  Kaplan  Career  M^tute,  TESST  College  of 
Technology)^! 


450 


Globe  Education  Network  (Globe  University,  Minnesota  School  of  Business,  Duluth  Business  University, 
Broadview  University,  Institute  of  Production  and  Recording) 


372 


Source:  Authors'  analysis  of  Department  of  Education  data. 
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Why  Would  a  Former  Student  Pursue  Borrower  Defense? 


After  eight  years  of  service  with  the  U.S.  Army,  Wayne  Fowler  returned  to  civilian  life  in  North  Carolina  with  college  on  his 
inind.^^  With  G.I.  Bill  benefits  that  were  generous  enough  to  cover  tuition  and  living  expenses  at  most  public  universities, 
Wayne  was  ready  to  continue  his  education.  Having  previously  worked  as  a  corrections  officer,  Wayne  was  eager  to  pursue  a 
degree  that  would  help  him  move  up  in  law  enforcement.  During  a  hospital  visit,  Wayne  saw  a  television  advertisement 
featuring  promises  that  ITT  Tech  would  help  him  achieve  his  dreams.  He  was  intrigued,  and  contacted  ITT. 

Recruiters  at  ITT  told  Wajme  that  the  schools  Criminology  and  Forensics  program  would  lead  to  a  job  paying  $50,000  to 
$100,000  in  law  enforcement.  On  a  tour  of  the  campus,  Wayne  saw  posters  that  listed  salaries  of  past  graduates,  and  he  was 
drawn  in  further  by  advertisements  promising  job  placement  assistance  after  graduation.  Wayne  was  convinced,  and  chose  to 
attend  ITTfrom  2012  to  2014. 

But  after  Wayne  graduated,  he  realized  that  he  had  been  misled.  ITT's  career  placement  office  was  unresponsive  and  failed  to 
connect  Wa}Tie  with  any  law  enforcement  offices  for  interviews.  Worse,  he  discovered  that  ITT’s  predatory  practices  went 
beyond  draining  his  hard-earned  G.I.  Bill  benefits  and  wasting  his  time  with  false  promises  of  career  advancement.  ITT 
concealed  the  fall  price  of  attendance,  and  saddled  Wayne  with  student  loans  for  his  two-year  degree. 

Unbeknownst  to  Wa>Tie,  law  enforcement  offices  saw  ITT  not  as  a  source  of  employees  to  hire,  but  rather  as  a  predatory 
enterprise.  In  Wayne’s  home  state  of  North  Carolina,  the  attorney  general  was  investigating  ITT  after  recehing  multiple 
complaints  from  students.^*^  By  the  time  ITT  closed  in  September  2016,  it  was  under  investigation  by  multiple  state  attorneys 
general  offices;  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission,  which  oversees  Wall  Street,  had  charged  its  executives  with  fraud;'^'^ 
and  the  Consumer  Financial  Protection  Bureau  (CFPB)  had  uncovered  “secret  shopper”  evidence  showing  that  ITT  recruiters 
regularly  lied  to  potential  students.^^  Across  the  country,  law  enforcement  offices  suspected  w^hat  Wayne  had  no  way  of  knowing 
when  he  enrolled:  ITT  was  focused  on  milking  students  for  every  penny  of  federal  grants  and  loans  the  school  could  get,  not 
providing  students  with  a  high-quality  education. 

Faced  with  no  job  prospects  in  his  field  of  study,  and  surprised  by  the  existence  of  loans  that  he  didn’t  remember  signing  up  for, 
Wayne  tried  to  find  help  for  his  situation.  Through  his  research,  Wayne  connected  with  advocates  who  helped  him  submit  a 
borrower  defense  application.  As  it  turns  out,  Wayne  was  just  one  of  many  thousiinds  of  students  who  felt  cheated  by  the  college 
they  attended.  While  Wayne  will  never  get  back  the  two  years  he  spent  studying,  he  could  apply  for  student  loan  debt  relief  by 
filing  a  complaint  against  ITT  with  the  department. 

Wayne  is  joined  by  thousands  of  other  ITT  students  whose  borrower  defense  claims  cite  a  litany  of  deceptions  and 
manipulation,  including:*^^ 

•  inflating  job  placement  statistics  and  expected  earnings; 

•  misrepresenting  job  placement  services; 
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•  misrepresenting  the  certifications  needed  for  jobs,  and  whether  ITT  would  prepare  students  for  those  certifications; 

•  misrepresenting  the  quality  of  their  instructors,  training,  curriculum,  or  facilities; 

•  misrepresenting  to  veterans  that  they  could  graduate  with  no  debt  or  very  little  debt; 

•  falsely  claiming  that  credits  would  transfer;  and 

•  engaging  in  pressure  tactics  to  prevent  students  from  asking  too  many  questions. 

The  importance  of  compensating  bon'owers  who  have  been  misled  by  predatory  schools  came  up  not  long  after  the  federal 
government’s  first  major  foray  into  student  loans. 


Borrower  Defense:  The  Origin  Stoiy 

Predator}^  schools  have  been  using  federal  aid  as  a  gateway  for  scams  since  the  creation  of  the  first  major  program  to  provide 
federal  funding  for  higher  education:  the  G.I.  Bill  after  World  War  After  the  expansion  of  the  federal  student  loan  program 
in  the  1970s,  rising  student  loan  defaults  alarmed  officials  at  the  U.S.  Office  of  Education  (then  part  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education  and  Welfare,  or  HEW).  They  initially  suspected  irresponsible  borrowers  and  poor  collection  practices  were 
to  blame.  But  then  they  noticed  patterns  suggesting  foul  play  by  certain  schools,  and  they  commissioned  a  study.  That 
examination  uncovered  a  range  of  abuses  by  schools,  including  false  or  misleading  advertising,  predator}^  recruitment  and 
admission  practices,  and  unfair  refund  policies.'®  HEW  also  identified  a  common  thread  connecting  every  complaint  received 
by  the  agency:  all  of  the  complaints  were  about  for-profit  schools.^^ 

HEW  Secretar)’  Caspar  Weinberger  recognized  that  because  his  agency  was,  in  effect,  endorsing  the  schools  by  backing  the 
loans,  the  federal  government  bore  some  responsibility  for  the  abuses.  Schools  that  were  heavily  reliant  on  federal  loans,  he 
observed,  had  too  strong  an  incentive  to  dilute  their  academic  standards  and  use  “exaggerated  claims”  to  enroll  students  who 
carried  the  federal  money  with  them.®^  To  the  abuses,  Weinberger  established  policies  to  cut  off  schools  with  high  defaults 
rates  and  to  scrutinize  schools  where  afetgie  pre^^aHion  of  students  were  using  federal  loans^^— policies  that  did  not  suiwive  the 
transition  of  the  HEW  Office  of  Education  into  afriH-fledged  Department  of  Education  during  the  Carter  administration. 

Secretary  Weinberger  also  established  a  “borrower  defense”  policy,  promising  that  HEW  would  not  make  borrowers  repay  their 
loans  if  their  school  had  misled  them.  The  agency,  he  said,  would  recognize  “the  student  s  assertions  of  a  defense”  against 
repaying  the  loan,  and  the  agency  would  “not  knowingly  attempt  to  collect  from  a  student  when  he  has  a  valid  defense.”^^  A 
method  for  carrying  out  this  promise,  however,  was  not  established. 

In  the  1980s,  abuses  by  schools  returned  with  a  vengeance,  with  the  student  loan  default  rate  at  for-profit  schools  reaching  an 
all-time  high  of  41  percent  in  1990.®^  As  the  Department  of  Education  tried  to  rein  in  predatory  schools  and  Congress 
considered  reforms,  the  question  of  how  to  handle  borrowers  who  were  B  000247 


A  failed  West  Virginia  school,  Northeastern  Business  College, pro\ided  a  test  case  in  two  parallel  lawsuits,  one  in  state  court 
and  one  in  federal  court.  The  state  court  found  that  Northeastern  violated  the  West  Virginia’s  contract  law  and  Unfair  and 
Deceptive  Practices  Act,  and  declared  all  contracts  between  the  school  and  students  null  and  void.^^  This  ruling  left  the  federal 
court  to  decide  what  would  happen  to  the  students’  federally  guaranteed  loans,  which  were  created  by  banks  and  guaranteed  by 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Education.  Students  from  the  defunct  school  were  seeking  to  curtail  future  pa>Tnent  obligations  and  to 
be  reimbursed  for  prertous  payments  on  those  loans.^^ 


In  July  1991,  lawyers  for  Secretary  of  Education  Lamar  Alexander  filed  a  brief  siding  with  the  students,  arguing  that  students 
could  have  their  loans  canceled  if  they  were  deceived  by  a  school.^^  Like  many  states,  West  Virginia  had  consumer  protection 
laws  under  which  banks  and  lenders  could  be  held  liable  if  they  acted  as  business  partners  with  companies  that  tricked  and 
deceived  unsuspecting  students.  The  lawsuit  contended  that  in  cases  involving  fraudulent  schools,  the  leij^eJS  (lianks  and  the 
federal  government  as  the  loan  guarantor),  not  the  students,  should  take  the  loss  on  the  loans.  Alexander  argued  that  the  banks 
should  shoulder  the  losses  because  they  had  a  responsibility  to  avoid  lending  for  attendance  at  deceptive  schools.^®  In  a 
preliminary  ruling  in  June  1991,  the  federal  court  upheld  the  students’  right  to  hold  the  banks  accountable.^*^ 


Lawsuits  similar  to  the  West  Virginia  case  were  filed  ifj  seyefal  tsliie?  states.'*'^  Meanwhile,  the  banks  lobbied  Congress  to  push 
back  against  Secretary  Alexander’s  position,  arguing  undermine  the  federal  student  loan  program,"**'  and  the 

department  retreated  in  the  court  cases."**^  But  Alexaild^iftasted  Congressional  efforts  to  completely  immunize  the  lenders, 
arguing  that  dofej^i^fuould  unfairly  separate  a  student’s  duty  to  pay  fi*om  the  school’s  reciprocal  duty  to  supply  the  promised 
e^^i^^^al  services.^^  Without  something  like  a  borrower  defense  program,  student  loans  would  be  a  contract 

^^^jfi^'^;§.t!udents— and  also  taxpayers— would  have  to  pay,  even  when  schools  didn’t  do  the  work. 


Without  something  like  a  borrower  defense  program,  student  loans  would 
be  a  one-sided  contract  where  students— and  also  taxpayers— would  have 
to  pay,  even  when  schools  didn’t  do  the  work. 


The  following  year,  in  of  reforms  were  adopted  by  Congi*ess  and  signed  by  President  George  H.  W.  Bush,  the 


treatment  of  misled  stu4$tfeg^6^t^  was  left  in  a  murky  legal  zone.  Lenders  and  student  advocates  both  recognized  that  the 
secretary  of  education  cfeuTd  circumstances  that  would  empower  student  borrowers  to  stop  payment,  but  in  the 

absence  of  clarification  from  the  secretary,  the  interplay  of  various  state  and  federal  laws  on  the  topic  created  uncertainty  about 
students’  rights.**^*^  The  next  year,  in  adopting  President  Clinton’s  proposed  expansion  of  direct  federal  student  loans  that 
bypassed  the  banks.  Congress  enacted  the  Student  Loan  Reform  Act  of  1993,  which  formally  recognized  the  nonpayment  and 
reftmd  rights  of  misled  students,  labeled  “borrower  defense”  rights,  and  called  upon  ftiture  secretaries  of  education  to  identify 
“which  acts  or  omissions  of  an  institution  of  higher  education  a  borrower  may  assert  as  a  defense  to  repayment  of  a  loan”  in  the 
new  federal  program."***’ 
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The  agency  followed  up  in  1994  and  1995  with  brief  regulations  and  guidance  that  punted  to  states  on  tough  questions  about 
the  processes  and  standards  that  the  federal  borrower  defense  program  would  adopt."**^  Under  those  rules,  “the  borrower  may 
assert  as  a  defense  against  repa\inent,  any  act  or  omission  of  the  school  attended  by  the  student  that  would  give  rise  to  a  cause 
of  action  against  the  school  under  applicable  State  law.”"*^"  In  other  words,  if  a  school  broke  state  laws  to  recruit  students  and 
sign  them  up  for  loans,  students  could  assert  a  defense  and  the  department  would  discharge  the  unlawfully  obtained  loans. 

This  state-based  borrower  defense  Rile  followed  a  wave  of  consumer  protection  legislation  enacted  across  all  fifty  states  in  the 
1970s  and  1980s  that  built  upon  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  Act  of  1914  to  expand  protections  against  fraud  and  other  bad 
business  practices.'^^  Wliereas  states’  legal  standards  for  fraud  often  required  evidence  of  hard-to-prove  elements,  such  as  a 
business’s  state  of  mind,  the  state  consumer  protection  statutes— often  called  UDAP  statutes,  for  “Unfair  and  Deceptive  Acts 
and  Practices”— made  it  possible  for  states  to  protect  consumers,  and  for  consumers  to  win  against  fraudsters."^^  By 
incorporating  state  protections,  including  UDAP  laws,  into  the  regulation,  the  secretary’s  standard  for  gi'anting  boROwer 
defense  relief  would  evolve  alongside  the  consumer  protection  regimes  of  the  states. 


The  Backlog  in  Processing  87,000  Borrower  Defense  Claims 

Wayne  Fowler,  the  ITT  student  profiled  above,  submitted  a  borrower  defense  complaint  in  January  2017-  For  the  past  ten 
months,  he  has  waited  for  relief,  with  no  updates  from  the  Department  of  Education.'*^  Over  the  summer,  Wayne  worked  with 
advocates  to  draft  a  letter  expressing  his  frustration: 

There  is  a  federal  law  called  *‘boirower  defense  to  repayment”  that  is  supposed  to  benefit  people  like  me,  who  were 

defrauded  by  a  school.  I  applied  in  January  but  have  heard  nothingfrom  the  Department  of  Education - After 

years  of  serving  my  counhy,  I  hoped for  a  reatsh^l  ^t  higher  education,  but  it  seems  like  that  chance  was  taken 
from  me.^^ 

In  waiting  for  relief,  Wayne  is  joined  by  over  87,000  students  with  pending  fraud  complaints  before  the  Department  of 
Education.  Since  Januaiy  2017,  the  Department  of  Education  has  placed  a  wi*ench  in  the  borrower  defense  process,  generating 
a  backlog  that,  as  of  October  24,  2017,  exceeds  87,000  pending  complaints  (see  Figure  2).^^  While  the  department  has  not 
released  any  sample  of  complaints,  they  are  likely  to  describe  a  variety  of  fraudulent  and  predatory  practices  that  might  qualify 
for  relief. 

FIGURE  2^3 

With  tens  of  thousands  of  students  waiting  to  learn  if  the  department  will  come  to  their  aid,  a  triage  approach  is  necessaiy  to 
prevent  the  backlog  from  ballooning  further.  The  department  should  begin  with  prioritizing  corporations  that  have  drawn  the 
highest  numbers  of  complaints.The  fact  that  a  borrower  filed  a  borrower  defense  claim  does  not  mean  that  a  school  is  guilty  of 
wrongdoing.  But  responding  to  the  complaints  is  critical  to  establishing  a  marketplace  that  is  safe  for  consumers  who  can 
become  targets  of  predatory  behavior  due  to  scammers’  appetite  for  the  federal  financial  aid  dollars  that  students— especially 
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veterans  and  low-income  students—  can  access.  Although  the  Department  of  Education  recently  stated  that  it  “is  continuing  to 
process  borrower  defense  claims  under  the  existing  regulations”  from  1994,  there  are  no  reports  that  any  new  claims  have  been 
approved  since  Januar}^  20,  2017.^"*' 


The  Need  to  Maintain  Effeetive  Guidelines  to  Proteet  Students 


In  2016,  while  continuing  to  process  the  complaints  it  had  received,  the  Department  of  Education  launched  a  process  to  update 
the  bon-ower  defense  regulations.'^**  This  initiative  had  two  goals.  First,  improve  the  relief  process  for  borrowers  who  have 
claims  against  schools.  To  do  this,  the  department  constructed  a  standardized  process  for  borrowers  to  submit  applications,^^  as 
well  as  a  streamlined  process  to  provide  relief  to  groups  of  students  in  certain  circumstances,  including  when  a  court  reaches  a 
judgment  that  a  school  systematically  harmed  students  through  predatory  loan  practices. 

The  departments  second  goal,  equally  important  over  the  long  term,  was  to  protect  the  interests  of  students  and  taxpayers  by 
preventing  further  abuses.  The  2016  rules  clarified  that  the  department  could  go  after  law-breaking  schools  to  recoup  taxpayer 
losses  on  loan  relief  for  defrauded  students.  Because  many  scam  schools  close  soon  after  their  predator}^  practices  are 
discovered,  the  rules  designed  a  financial  responsibility  insurance  policy  that  required  schools  to  front  more  cash  if  their 
activities  moved  closer  to  the  brink  of  collapse. 

One  part  of  the  2016  rules  advanced  both  goals  by  providing  an  additional  path  for  student  relief  while  sending  a  deterrent 
warning  to  scam  schools.  This  was  accomplished  by  banning  certain  fine  print  in  enrollment  contracts— a  vehicle  used  almost 
exclusively  by  for-profit  colleges.'^'  Under  the  2016  rules,  schools  that  receive  federal  aid  could  no  longer  use  forced  arbitration 
clauses,  which  block  students  from  going  to  court,  go-it-alone  clauses,  which  prevent  students  from  joining  forces  ^\^th  peers 
who  with  shared  complaints,  or  gag  clauses,  which  prohibit  students  who  win  claims  against  schools  from  speaking  out.^^ 

But,  none  of  those  2016  boiTower  defense  updates  has  taken  effect.  Instead,  Secretary  DeVos  has  blocked  the  implementation  of 
those  rules,  which  were  slated  to  go  into  effect  July  1,  201?.  She  has  reverted  back  to  the  1994  regulations,  returning  to  square 
one  with  yet  another  round  of  rulemaking.  DeVos’s  process  begins  next  week,  against  the  backdrop  of  multiple  lawsuits 
challenging  the  delays  and  backtracking.^^ 


For  those  who  already  have  filed  complaints,  the  department  needs  to  do  its  duty  by  processing  their  claims  under  the 
applicable  laws,  so  they  can  get  on  with  their  lives.  Any  new  rules  should  not  affect  them,  a  fact  the  department  has  already 
acknowledged.^^ 


For  the  millions  of  students  who  will  borrow  to  attend  college  in  the  coming  years,  the  department’s  regulations  matter 
enormously.  If  the  department  rescinds  or  weakens  efforts  to  hold  schools  accountable,  predatory  behavior  will  escalate,  leading- 
additional  hundreds  of  thousands  of  students  to  seek  relief,  and  taxpayers  to  bear  much  of  the  cost.  If  the  department 
recognizes  the  patterns  of  consumer  abuse  and  fraud  and  takes  action  to  prevent  it,  both  taxpayers  and  students  will  get  more 
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for  their  investment.  Any  rulemaking  process  on  borrower  defense  will  be  judged  by  its  ability  to  accomplish  these  twin  aims— 
providing  relief  for  defrauded  borrowers  and  oversight  for  predatory  schools— an  achievement  that  has  eluded  education 
regulators  thus  far. 


Borrowers  Defense  Claims,  by  Company 

TABLE  2 
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College  Chains  with  20  or  More  Borrower  Defense  Complaints 


Company 


Claims  Type  of 


Academy  of  Art  University 


39 


For-P 


Adtalem  Global  Education,  Inc.,  f/k/a  DeVry  Education  Group  Inc.  (DeVry  University,  DeVry  College 

of  New  York,  Carrington  College,  Chamberlain  University  -  College  of  Nursing,  Keller  Graduate  School  1905 

of  Management,  Ross  Universit^  r  ® 


For-P 


Alta  Colleges,  Inc.  (Westwood  College,  Redstone  College) 


462  For-P 


American  Career  Institute 


2892 


For-P 


American  Commercial  Colleges,  Inc. 


23 


For-P 


Anthem  Education  Group  (Anthem  College,  Anthem  Institute,  Florida  Career  College,  The  Bryman 
School  of  Arizona,  The  Chubb  Institute) 


151 


For-P 


Apollo  Education  Group  (University  of  Phoenix,  Western  International  University) 

ATI  Enterprises,  Inc. 

B&H  Education,  Inc.  (Marinello  School  of  Beauty) 

Bridgepoint  Education  Group  (Ashford  University,  University  of  the  Rockies) 

Bryan  College 

Business  Career  Institute 


■’CapeHa  Education,  Inc. 


1372 


161 


140 


197 


21 


22 


41 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 
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Career  Colleges  of  America 


23 


For-P 


Career  Education  Corporation  (American  InterContinental  University,  Briarcllffe  College,  Brooks 

Institute,  Colorado  Technical  University,  Harrington  College  of  Design,  Katharine  Gibbs  School,  Le  1285 

Cordon  Bleu  College  of  Culinary  Arts,  Missouri  College,  Sanford-Brown  College)®^ 


Career  Point  College 


53 


Center  for  Excellence  in  Higher  Education,  Inc.  (CollegeAmerIca,  California  College  of  San  Diego, 
Stevens  Henager  College) 


29 


Computer  Systems  Institute 


21 


Concorde  Career  College 


33 


Corinthian  Colleges  (Everest  College,  Heald  College,  Wyotech)®^ 


75343 


Court  Reporting  Institute 


28 


Dade  Medical  College 


34 


Daymar  College 


35 


Dowling  College 


21 


Drake  Business  School 


36 


Education  Affiliates,  Inc.  (Fortls  College,  Fortis  Institute) 


61 


Education  Corporation  of  America,  Inc.  (Virginia  College)^^ 


44 


Education  Management  Corporation  (The  Art  Institute,  Argosy  University,  South  University,  Brown 
Mackle  College) 


2224 


-Everglades  College,  Inc.  (Keiser  University,  Everglades  University) 
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For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


Nonp 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


Nonp 


FastTraIn 


41 


For-P 


Full  Sail,  LLC 


60 


For-P 


Globe  Education  Network  (Globe  University,  Minnesota  School  of  Business,  Duluth  Business 
University,  Broadview  University,  In.stitute  of  Produc^on  and  Recording) 


372 


For-P 


Graham  Holdings,  Inc.  (Kaplan  University,  Kapian  College,  Kaplan  Career  Institute,  Tesst  College  of 
Technology)^"^ 


450 


Grand  Canyon  Education 


44 


InfILaw  Corporation  (Charlotte  School  of  Law,  Arizona  Summit  Law  School,  Florida  Coastal  School  of 
Law) 


522 


International  Career  Development  Center 


41 


ITT  Educational  Services,  Inc.  (ITT  Technical  Institutes,  Daniel  Webster  College) 

La' James  International  College,  Inc. 

Laureate  Education,  Inc.  (Walden  University) 

Lincoln  Educational  Services  Corporation  (Lincoln  Technical  Institute,  Lincoln  College  of  Technology) 

Medtech  College,  LLC  (Medtech  College,  Medtech  Institute) 

Mountain  State  University 

Premier  Education  Group  (Branford  Hall  Career  Institute,  Hallmark  Institute  of  Technology,  Harris 
School  of  Business,  Salter  College,  Seacoast  Career  Schools) 


7348 


30 


51 


92 


53 


39 


47 
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For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


Nonp 


For-P 
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Regency  Corporation  (Reg6?>cy  Beauty  Institute) 


40 


For-P 


Remington  Colleges,  Inc. 


Star  Career  Academy,  Inc. 


Strayer  Education,  Inc.  (Strayer  University) 


United  Education  Institute 


Universal  Technical  Institute,  Inc. 


Vatterott  Educational  Centers,  Inc. 


Weston  Educational,  Inc.  (Heritage  College,  Heritage  Institute) 


Mission  Group  Kansas  (Wrrght  Career  College) 


Other 


Grand  Total 


33 


72 


64 


115 


33 


27 


79 


44 


2451 


98868 


Nonp 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


For-P 


Nonp 


Data  Sources  and  Analysis 

Data  regarding  loan  relief  requests  filed  by  federal  student  loan  borrowers  have  come  in  various  forms  over  the  past  two  years, 
in  addition  to  the  response  to  TCP’s  FOIA  request.  Of  the  seven  other  data  releases  that  we  have  identified,  four  came  from  the 
Special  Master  appointed  by  the  U.S.  undersecretary  of  education  in  2015  “to  guide  a  fair,  efficient  process.”  Data  were  also 
released  by  the  Department  in  a  press  release,  and  by  Senator  Richard  Durbin.  Finally,  the  Washington  Post  reported  on 
October  24  that  the  claims  backlog  numbers  87,000,  which  combined  with  the  claims  that  the  department  previously  reported 
had  already  been  processed  implies  a  total  of  more  than  118,000  claims  filed. 

Click  here  to  view  and  download  the  full  data  recieved  in  response  to  TCP’s  FOIA  request. 
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Additional  Data  Sources,  by  Publication  Date 


TABLE  3 
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Source  by  Publication  Date 

Description  of  Data  Included  on  Borrower  Defense 

First  Special  Master  report 

Reporting  the  numbers  of  borrower  defense  claims  received  as  of  Aug.  26,  2015  for 

Corinthian-operated  brands,  and  an  aggregate  number  of  claims  received  for  all  other 

(September  3,  2015) 

schools. 

Second  Special  Master  report 

Reporting  the  numbers  of  borrower  defense  claims  received  and  processed^^  as  of 

Nov.  18,  2015  for  Corinthian-operated  brands,  and  the  numbers  of  claims  received  for 

(December  3,  2015) 

EDMC's  The  Art  Institute,  ITT,  Apollo  Education  Group's  The  University  of  Phoenix, 

and  all  aggregate  number  of  claims  for  all  other  schools. 

Third  Special  Master  report 

Reporting  the  numb^  borrower  defense  claims  received  and  processed  as  of 

March  1,  2016  for  Corinthian-operated  brands,  and  the  numbers  of  claims  received 

(March  25,  2016) 

for  The  Art  Institute,  ITT,  Apollo  Education  Group's  The  University  of  Phoenix,  and  all 

aggregate  number  of  claims  for  all  other  schools. 

Fourth  Special  Master  report 

?  Reporting  the  numbers  of  borrower  d^dfise  claims  received  and  aipproved  for 

•  discharge^^  as  of  June  24,  2016  for  Corinthian-operated  brands,  and  aggregate 

(June  29,  2016) 

;  numbers  of  claims  received  for  all  schools  garnering  more  than  IQ  claims  and  for  all 

schools  garnering  fewer  than  10  claims. 

Press  release  regarding  group 

Announcing  the  numbers  of  American  Career  Institute  students  approved  to  receive 

bprrayker  defense  discharges,  the  number  of  additional  Corinthian  claims  newly 

discharge  of  ACI  students'  loans 

(January  13,  2017) 

approved  since  the  last  report,  and  the  number  of  total  claims  received  for  ITT  as  of 

January  13,  2017.^^ 

Department  of  Education 

Providing  the  numbers  of  pending^®  borrower  defense  claims  for  students  who 

attended  Corinthian,  ITT,  EDMC,  Adtalem  Global  Education's  DeVry  University,  and 

Apollo  Education  Group's  The  University  of  Phoenix,  providing  numbers  for  the 

response  to  Senator  Durbin 

numbers  of  discharges  that  had  been  processed  for  Corinthian,  ACI,  and  ITT  students 

(July  7,  2017) 

with  previously-approved  borrower  defense  claims,  and  stating  that,  as  of  July 

7,2017,  no  borrower  defense  claims  had  been  approved  since  January  20,  2017. 

Enclosure  1  of  Department  of 

Providing  a  state-by-state  breakdown  of  the  numbers  of  pending  claims  for  st^^dents 

Education  response  to  Senator 

who  attended  Corinthian,  ITT,  and  an  aggregate  for  all  other  schools. 

Durbin  (July  7,  2017) 

Enclosure  2  of  Durbin  response 

Providing  a  state-by-state  breakdown  of  the  numbers  of  pending  claims  received 

between  Jan.  20  and  July  5,  2017,  for  students  who  attended  Corinthian,  ITT,  and  an 

(July  7,  2017) 

aggregate  for  all  other  schools. 
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Disclosing  the  total  numbers  of  borrower  defense  claims  received  by  Office  of 
Postsecondary  Education  Identification  number  ("OPEID"). 

Disclosing,  In  an  authorized  statement,  the  approximate  number  of  pending  borrower 
defense  claims  and  the  approximate  number  of  discharges  that  have  yet  to  be 
processed  for  previously-approved  borrower  defense  claims. 

The  department  s  response  sotted  student  complaints  based  on  an  internal  unit:  an  eight  digit  identification  code,  called  an 
Office  of  Postsecondaiy  Education  Identification  nimiber  (“OPEID”),  which  the  department  generates  and  uses  in  the 
administration  of  federal  financial  aid  programs.^^The  department’s  response  listed  the  number  of  student  complaints  by 
OPEID  and  school  name.  However,  comparing  student  complaints  by  OPEIDs  does  not  offer  consistency  across  units  of 
measure:  for  example,  all  undergraduate  and  graduate  programs  for  Harvard  University  operate  under  a  single  OPEID  while 
ITT  Educational  Services  split  its  programs  across  at  least  two  OPEIDs,  and  Corinthian  Colleges  Inc.  used  numerous  OPEIDs. 

For  this  report,  we  totalled  student  complaints  across  institutions  that  are  subject  to  common  control  and  governance.  For 
example,  this  report  aggiegated  complaints  across  the  two  OPEIDs  for  “ITT  Technical  Institute,”  as  both  OPEIDs  were  subject 
to  common  governance  by  ITT  Educational  Services.  This  report  also  aggregates  claims  across  OPEIDs  where  institutions  that 
are  branded  differently  are  subject  to  common  governance.  For  example,  complaint  data  for  Career  Education  Corporation 
“CEC”  aggregates  complaints  for  CEC’s  many  separately-branded  institutions:  American  InterContinental  University,  Briarcliffe 
College,  Brooks  Institute,  Colorado  Technical  University,  Harrington  College  of  Design,  Le  Cordon  Bleu  College  of  Culinary 
Arts,  Missouri  College,  and  Sanford-Brown  College,  and  so  on  for  each  of  the  education  corporations  that  operate  multiple 
institutional  brands  under  common  ownership  and  govemance.  This  practice  of  operating  many  separately-branded 
institutions  is  not  uncommon  among  for-profit  colleges.^® 

To  determine  the  corporate  ownership  of  schools,  we  refeiTcd  to  company  web  sites,  Bloomberg  diversified  consumer  sejrvices 
platform,  and  media  coverage  of  sales  and  acquisitions  of  institution  brands.  For  the  largest  companies,  we  reached  out  to 
provide  them  the  opportunity  to  review  the  list  of  institutions  owned  by  the  company  and  provide  any  clarifications  or 
corrections.  Using  other  federal  data  sources^^  we  determined  institutional  control  (public,  nonprofit,  or  for-profit),  whether 
the  school  remains  open,  or  the  agency  that  accredited  the  school.^^ 


Department  response  to  TCP 
FOIA  (August  15,  2017) 

Department  of  Education 
disclosures  to  The  Washington 
Post  (October  24,  2017) 


Notes 


1.  For  the  purposes  of  this  report,  the  term  fraud  is  inclusive  of  unfair  and  deceptive  acts  and  practices  as  well  as  other  state  laws 
bases  for  borrower  defense  relief— Including  constructive  fraud,  contract  defenses,  and  unjust  enrichment,  among  others. 
Throughout  this  report,  borrower  defense  applications  or  "claims"  are  also  described  as  fraud  complaints  because  the  lay  usage  of 
the  term  fraud  broadly  captures  the  unfair  tricks  and  deceptions  that  underlie  each  of  the  legal  causes  of  actions  that  trigger 
borrower  defense  relief. 
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2.  The  list  Included  the  school  name,  along  with  the  number  assigned  to  the  school  by  the  department,  known  as  the  OPEID  (Office 
of  Postsecondary  Education  Identification)  number. 

3.  Based  on  2011  total  enrollment,  by  sector,  in  institutions  participating  in  the  Title  IV  financial  aid  programs.  Data  from  Laura  G. 
Knapp  Janice  E.  Kelly-Reld  Scott  A.  Ginder,  "Enrollment  in  Postsecondary  Institutions,  Fall  2011;  Financial  Statistics,  Fiscal  Year 
2011;  and  Graduation  Rates,  Selected  Cohorts,  2003-2008  First  Look  (Provisional  Data),"  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  National 
Center  for  Education  Statistics,  December  2012,  https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2012/2012174rev.pdf. 

4.  Based  on  2017  Q2  outstanding  principal  and  interest  balances,  by  school  type,  from  the  Federal  Student  Aid  Data  Center,  U.S. 
Department  of  Education,  https://studentaid.ed.gov/sa/about/data-center/student/portfolio. 

5.  The  nonprofit  and  public  colleges  with  the  most  claims  are  Wright  Career  College/Mission  Group  Kansas  (44),  Mountain  State 
University  (39),  Everglades  College,  Inc.  (34),  Remington  College  (33),  Dowling  College  (21),  California  State  University  system 
(17),  Thomas  Jefferson  School  of  Law  (12),  and  four  had  11  claims:  Nova  Southeastern  University,  State  University  of  New  York 
system.  Ivy  Tech  Community  Colleges  of  Indiana,  and  Morris  Brown  College.  We  aggregated  the  number  of  claims  for  public 
college  systems  that  operate  under  a  single  governing  board,  which  would  have  similar  control  as  a  corporate  owner. 

6.  Andrew  Kreighbaum,  "Long  Wait  for  Loan  Forgiveness,"  Inside  Higher  Ed,  September  14,  2017, 

https://www.insidehlghered.eom/news/2017/09/14/students-waitlng-borrower-defense-claims-face-challenges-credit-obstacles- 

education. 

7.  In  2010,  Secretary  Arne  Duncan  said  in  response  to  a  reporter's  question  that  debts  of  defrauded  borrowers  could  not  be 
canceled.  Stephen  Burd,  "Borrower's  Remorse:  The  Obama  administration  promised  debt  relief  to  the  victims  of  predatory  for- 
profit  colleges.  Then  came  Trump."  Washington  Monthly,  September/October  2017, 
https://washingtonmonthly.com/magazine/septemberoctober-2017/borrowers-remorse/. 

8.  The  Department  of  Education  weakened  rules  banning  the  payment  of  bounties  to  school  recruiters,  and  with  Congress  relaxed 
limitations  on  online  education.  See  Mike  Lillis,  "GAO:  Bush-era  rules  helped  schools  evade  banned  practices,"  The  Hill,  October  10, 
2010,  thehlll.com/pollcy/healthcare/123551-gao-bush-era-rules-helped-for-profit-schools-evade-recruitment-lendlng-riiies. 

9.  Stephen  Burd,  "Borrowers  Remorse,"  Washington  Monthly,  September/October  2017, 
https://washlngtonmonthly.com/magazine/septemberoctober-2017/borrowers-remorse/. 

10.  It  was  noticed  by  an  aide  to  Senator  Elizabeth  Warren,  who  along  with  other  senators  asked  the  departsfient  to  use  its  power  to 
cancel  loans  of  defrauded  students.  See  Stephen  Burd,  "Borrower's  Remorse." 

11.  Michael  Stratford,  "Corinthian  Dismantling  Continues," /ns/de  Higher  Ed,  April  15,  2015, 

https://www.insldehighered.com/news/2015/04/15/us-rines-corinthian-colleges-3G-miliiofi-and-e#6d»v«5iy<^i^ses-heald-chain. 

12.  Tamar  Lewin,  "Government  to  Forgive  Student  Loans  at  Corinthian  Colleges,"  New  StOiS;^ 

4  4  «  >  -a 

https://www.nytlmes.com/2015/06/09/education/us-to-forgive-federal-loans-of-corinthian-'CoHfige“St^dtfnts,htmiji 

13.  The  Department  of  Education  reports  that  at  the  end  of  the  second  quarter  of  the  2@1?  federal  f»scai  outstanding  student 

I  11  II 

loans  from  attendance  at  for-profit  schools  totaled  $221.6  billion,  out  of  a  total  of  $1,233.6  billion  (not  including  loans  that  could 
not  be  linked  to  a  specific  school).  See  "Portfolio  by  School  Type,"  https://studentaid.ed.gov/sa/about/data- 
center/student/portfolio. 

14.  For  an  example  of  the  press  outreach  conducted  by  attorneys  general  for  forty-three  states  and  the  District  of  Columbia,  see 
Jim  Hood,  Attorney  General,  Mississippi,  "Federal  Student  Loan  Cancellation  Available  for  Former  Corinthian  College  Students," 
Press  Release,  May  5,  2017,  http://www.ago.state.ms,us/releases/federal-student-loan-cancellation-available-for-former- 
corinthlan-college-students/. 
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15.  For  an  example  of  groujis  v^rklng  with  veterans  on  borrower  defense  Issues,  see  "VCS  Urges  a  Strong  Borrower  Defense 
Regulation  to  Protect  Veterans  anrf  Servicemembers,"  Veterans  for  Common  Sense  (VCS),  June  6,  2017, 
http://veteransforcommonsense.org/2017/06/06/vcs-urges-a-strong-borrower-defense-regulatlon‘to-protect-veterans-and- 
servicemembers/. 

16.  For  examples  of  legal  services  organizations'  experiences  with  borrower  defense  issues,  see  "Comments  from  the  Legal  Aid 
Community  to  the  Department  of  Education  re:  Proposed  Regulations  on  Borrower  Defenses  and  Use  of  Forced  Arbitration  by 
Schools  in  the  Direct  Loan  Program,  and  Proposed  Amendments  to  Closed  School  and  False  Certification  Discharge  Regulations," 
Docket  ID  ED-2015-  OPE-0103,  August  1,  2016, 

https://www.nclc.org/images/pdf/speciaLprojects/sl/commentsJegaLaid_docketid-ED-2015-OPE-0103.pdf. 

17.  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  Borrower  Defense  Application  Form,  https://studentald.ed.gov/sa/sites/default/files/borrower- 
defense-application.html. 

18.  The  Special  Master  appointed  to  lead  the  borrower  defense  claims  process  used  a  twenty-corn pisint  threshold  in  listing  schools 
with  borrower  defense  claims  in  his  last  report  on  the  development  of  this  process. 

19.  Everglades  College  (which  includes  Keiser  University)  and  Remington  College  were  both  featured  in  Robert  Shireman,  "The 
Covert  For-Profit:  How  College  Owners  Escape  Oversight  through  a  Regulatory  Blind  Spot,"  The  Century  Foundation,  September 
22,  2015,  https://tcf.org/content/report/covert-for-profit/. 

20.  Missouri  College,  which  was  sold  to  Weston  Educational,  Inc.  In  2015,  had  eight  claims. 


21.  Kaplan  University,  still  owned  by  Graham  Holdij#^^/ g^herated  32i  claims.  The  remaining  com plajrfctis  were  about  Kaplan 
College,  Kaplan  Career  Institute,  and  TESST  Colleg^  bf.fe&inology^  brands  tfiat  were  sold  to  Education  Corporstai  of  America  on 
September  3,  2015. 

22.  Wayne  Fowler's  experience  with  ITT  and  application  for  borrower  defense  relief  were  shared,  with  his  permission,  by  Veterans 
Education  Success,  a  nonprofit  organization  that  provides  legal  services  to  veterans,  and  was  independently  verified  by  the  authors 
of  this  report. 

23.  Lauren  K.  Ohnesorge,  "ITT  Students  Find  Few  Transfer  Options  in  N.C.,"  Triangle  Business  Journal, 

September  9,  2016,  https://www.blzjournals.eom/triangle/news/2016/09/09/itt-tech-students-find-few-transfer-options-in-n- 
c.html. 

24.  See  Complaint,  United  States  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission  v.  ITT  Educational  Services,  et  al., 
https://www.sec.gov/lltlgatlon/complalnts/2015/comp-pr2015-86.pdf. 

25.  See  Complaint,  Consumer  Financial  Protection  Bureau  v.  ITT  Educational  Services  Inc., 
http://files.consumerflnance.gOv/f/201402_cfpb_complalnt_ITT.pdf. 

26.  "ITT  Bankruptcy— Student  Intervention,"  Legal  Services  Center  of  Harvard  Law  School,  http://www.legalservicescenter.org/get- 
legal-help/predatory-lending-and-consumer-protection-unlt/project-on-predatory-student-lendlng/itt-bankruptcy-student- 
intervention/#itt-student-testimony. 

27.  Thanks  to  David  Whitman  for  providing  much  of  the  background  research  for  this  section.  David  Whitman,  "Truman, 
Eisenhower,  and  the  Fist  GI  Bill  Scandal,"  The  Century  Foundation,  January  24,  2017,  https://tcf.org/content/report/truman- 
elsenhower-first-gl-bill-scandal/. 

28.  Steven  M.  Jung,  Jack  A.  Hamilton,  et.  al,  "Study  Design  and  Analysis  Plan:  Improving  the  Consumer  Protection  Function  In 
Postsecondary  Education,"  American  Institutes  for  Research,  October  21,  1975, 
https://drlve.google.com/flle/d/0B7aqIo3eYEUtNW5CdVhaTEIQQVk/view?usp=sharing. 

,  ,  29.  Ibid.,  10. 
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30.  Weinberger  believed  that  "the  potential  for  abuse  resulting  from  the  rapid  increase  in  the  level  of  federal  funds  flowing  to 
institutions  of  higher  education  .  .  .  required  HEW  to  assume  responsibility  for  administering  their  operation  at  a  level  of  detail  that 
in  other  circumstances  would  have  been  entirely  Inappropriate."  Caspar  W.  Weinberger,  "Reflections  on  the  Seventies,"  Journal  of 
College  and  University  Law  8,  no.  4  (1981-82):  452-56,  https://drlve.google.eom/file/d/0B7aqIo3eYEUtV0phX2c5bFBYTmM/view? 
usp=sharing. 

31.  The  Office  of  Education  could  cut  off  or  Impose  additional  restrictions  on  schools  where  60  percent  or  more  of  the  borrowers 
were  using  federal  loans.  See  David  Whitman,  "Vietnam  Vets  and  a  New  Student  Loan  Program  Bring  New  College  Scams,"  The 
Century  Foundation,  February  13,  2017,  https://tcf.org/content/report/vietnam-vets-new-student-loan-program-bring-new- 
college-scams/. 

32.  Mike  Tharp,  "Charges  of  Fraud  Hit  Student-Loan  Program  Backed  by  Government,"  Wall  Street  Journal,  June  30,  1975,  1,  9, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B7aqIo3eYEUtZWVqWUF3VHJoZGs/view?usp=sharing. 

33.  David  Whitman,  "The  Reagan  Administration's  Campaign  to  Rein  In  Predatory  For-Profit  Colleges,"  The  Century  Foundation, 
February  13,  2017,  https://tcf.org/content/report/reagan-adminlstrations-campaign-rein-predatory-profit-colleges/;  David 
Whitman,  "When  President  George  H.  W.  Bush  'Cracked  Down'  on  Abuses  at  For-Profit  Colleges,"  The  Century  Foundation,  March  9, 
2017,  https://tcf.org/content/report/president-george-h-w-bush-cracked-abuses-profit-colleges/. 

34.  Accredited  by  the  Association  of  Independent  Colleges  and  Schools,  predecessor  to  ACICS,  (which  ifi  2016  lost  its  federal 
recognition  as  a  reliable  accreditor). 

35.  See  Orders  of  September  4,  1986,  and  May  29,  1987,  Perry-Alltop  v.  Northeastern  Business  Colhgef  Inc,f  CA  83-C-2514  (WV 
CIr.  Court),  discussed  In  Tipton  v.  Secretary  of  Education  of  the  United  States,  768  F.  Supp.  540  (S.D»VV*  Va.,  June  21,1991),  547, 
540,  Ft.  6.  Also  see  Forest  J.  Bowman,  "The  History  of  the  United  States  District  Court  For  The  Southern  District  of  West  Virginia," 
West  Virginia  Law  Review  109  (2007):  785-86. 

36.  See  Tipton  v.  Secretary  of  Education  of  the  United  States,  768  F.  Supp.  540  (S.D.W.  Va.,  June  21,  1991). 

37.  See  Jason  DeParle,  "In  Ruling,  Hope  for  Students  Deceived  by  Schools, -7/eiV  York  Times,  July  15,  1991;  and  Kenneth  J. 

Cooper,  "Questioning  the  Need  to  Repay  School  Loans:  Judge  Says.State  Law  May  Free  Students  of  Obligation  When  Training  Is 
Inadequate,"  Washington  Post,  July  22,  1991,  A9. 

38.  See  Tipton  v.  Secretary  of  Education  of  the  United  States,  768  F.  Supp.  540,  562  (noting  that  "as  the  Secretary  has 
consistently  maintained,  there  are  sound  policy  reasons  for  rendering  lenders  with  a  close  connection  to  a  participating  school 
subject  to  the  claims  and  defenses  which  a  student  would  have  against  the  school  on  the  enforceability  of  their  loan  obligation"). 

39.  Ibid.,  547-71;  see  also  Tipton,  1993  WL  545724  (S.D.W.  Va.,  Aug.  28,  1992). 

40.  California,  Kentucky,  New  Jersey,  Texas,  and  the  District  of  Columbia  are  cited  in  DeParle,  "In  Ruling,  Hope  for  Students 
Deceived  by  Schools."  On  the  D.C.  case,  see  Michael  Jackson  et  al.  v.  Culinary  School  of  Washington, 27  F.3d  573,  June  24,  1994. 

41.  The  president  of  the  Consumer  Bankers  Association  was  quoted  as  saying,  "It  would  be  extremely  destructive  to  the  program 
to  allow  state  law  to  govern  lenders'  risk  due  to  school  misconduct."  Cooper,  "Questioning  the  Need  to  Repay  School  Loans." 

42.  In  a  letter  to  Senator  Ted  Kennedy,  who  had  expressed  concern  about  the  department's  position,  department  general  counsel 
Jeffrey  Martin  wrote  that  banks  should  be  held  responsible  for  student  loans  In  default  only  if  the  banks  knew  about  prior, 
unresolved  student  complaints  at  a  school;  if  the  bank  and  school  were  affiliates;  if  the  bank  had  delegated  substantial  pre-loan 
functions  to  the  school;  or  If  the  bank  paid  finder's  fees  to  the  school.  "Capital  Digest,"  Education  Week,  October  30,  1991. 

43.  Letter  fra'h  LLS.  Secretary  of  Education  Lamar  Alexander  to  Congressman  William  D.  Ford  on  H.R.  3553,  October  21,  1991, 
Appendix  Ay'l#.  • 
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44.  In  December  1992,  Alexander  announced  that  he  would  abandon  a  regulatory  effort,  launched  by  his  predecessor,  to 

codify  a  uniform  federal  rule  on  borrbvyfcr  dfeffepsesithat  would  preempt  state  law.  Federal  Register  57,  no.  244  (December  18, 
1992):  60304. 

45.  The  provision,  titled  "[b]orrower  defenses,"  instructs  that  ”[n]otwlthstanding  any  other  provision  of  State  or  Federal  law,  the 
Secretary  shall  specify  In  regulations  which  acts  or  omissions  of  an  institution  of  higher  education  a  borrower  may  assert  as  a 
defense  to  repayment  of  s  loan  made  under  this  part[.]"  The  new  section  455(h)  of  the  Higher  Education  Act  was  enacted  on 
August  10,  1993  as  part  of  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (OBRA)  of  1993  (Pub.  L  103-66),  and  is  codified  at  20  U.S.C. 
1087e(h).  At  the  time,  the  secretary  was  seen  as  having  "long-standing  authority  to  relieve  the  borrower  of  his  or  her  obligation  to 
repay  a  loan  on  the  basis  of  an  act  or  omission  of  the  borrower's  school."  Federal  Direct  Student  Loan  Program,  59  FR  42645-Cl, 
August  18,  1994.  This  background  authority  is  illustrated  Secretary  Lamar  Alexander's  actions  in  support  of  students. who  were 
defrauded  by  Northeastern  Business  College,  wnici^i  predated  the  enactment  of  the  borrower  defense  provision.  -  -  '  .1- 

46.  For  more  legal  and  regulatory  backg|:^und  concerning  the  borrower  defense  provision,  see  the  "First  Report  of  ttie  Spsdai  _ 
Master  for  Borrower  Defense  to  the  Under  Secretary,^  https://www2.ed. gov/documents/press-releases/report-special-master- 
borrower-defense-l.pdf.  See  also  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  34,  685.206(c)  (containing  the  borrower  defense  regulations 
currently  in  effect);  Federal  Register  59  (August  18,  1994):  42646-49,  42663-64  (announcing  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on 
borrower  defense  regulations  and  introducing  preliminary  rules  Intended  to  take  effect  for  the  1995-96  academic  year  only); 
Federal  Register  60  (February  28,  1995):  11004  (notice  of  intent  to  establish  a  committee  for  the  development  of  borrower 
defense  regulations);  Federal  Register  60  (July  21,  1995):  37768  (adopting  the  rulemaking  committee's  recommendation  to  make 
the  preliminary  regulations  permanent  and  issuing  an  Interpretation  to  clarify  borrower  defense  processes). 

47.  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  11,  685.206(c)(1).  The  department  also  clarified  that  to  qualify  for  borrower  defense,  a  school's 
unlawful  behavior  must  relate  to  "the  school's  provision  of  educational  services,"  such  as  a  lie  about  the  quality  of  a  school,  or  to 
the  school's  practices  regarding  student  loans,  such  as  a  lie  about  the  repayment  terms  for  a  loan.  Federal  Register  60  (July  21, 
1995):  37768,  37769. 

48.  Carolyn  L.  Carter,  "A  50-State  Report  on  Unfair  and  Deceptive  Acts  and  Practices  Statutes,"  National  Consumer  Law  Center, 
February  2009,  5,  http://www.nclc.org/images/pdf/udap/report_50_states.pdf. 

49.  Indeed,  the  common  understanding  of  fraud  Incorporates  many  of  the  deceptive  and  predatory  acts  that  UDAP  statutes  are 
designed  to  capture,  and  that  the  borrower  defense  rules,  in  turn,  rely  upon  to  grant  relief.  Throughout  this  report,  references  to 
fraudulent  acts,  defrauded  borrowers  and  other  fraud-based  language  includes  the  unfair  and  deceptive  behaviors  that  are 
prohibited  by  federal  and  state  consumer  protection  law. 

50.  The  U.S.  Department  of  Education  did  not  approve  any  applications  for  fraud-based  relief  between  January  20  and  July  7, 

2017.  See  Danielle  Douglas-Gabriel,  "Trump  administration  is  sitting  on  tens  of  thousands  of  student  debt  forgiveness  claims," 
Washington  Post,  July  27,  2017,  https://www.washlngtonpost.eom/news/grade-point/wp/2017/07/27/trump-administratlon-is- 
slttlng-on-tens-of-thousands-of-student-debt-forgiveness-claims/?utm_term=.b76af0035b59. 

51.  Wayne  Fowler,  "Letter  to  the  Editor"  (unpublished),  on  file  with  The  Century  Foundation  and  Veterans  Education  Success. 

52.  Douglas-Gabriel,  "DeVos  Calls  for  Another  Delay  of  Rule  to  Protect  Students  from  Predatory  Colleges," 
https.7/www.washingtonpost.com/news/grade-point/wp/2017/10/24/devos-caIls-for-another-delay-of-rule-to-protect-students- 
from-predatory-colleges/?utm_term=.5b5554896ed5. 

53.  TCF  calculated  that  81,995  complaints  were  received  by  January  20,  2017  based  on  the  Department  of  Education's  July  7, 

2017  Reply  to  Senator  Durbin,  which  stated  that  14,949  of  96,944  borrower  defense  claims  were  received  on  or  after  January  20, 
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2017.  TCF  calculated  that  118,773  complaints  were  received  by  October  24,  2017  by  combining  on  The  Washington  Post's  report 
that  87,000  applications  were  pending  as  of  that  date  with  the  31,773  previously  approved  applications. 

54.  Department  of  Education,  Interim  Final  Rule,  October  24,  2017,  available  at 

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/10/24/2017-22851/student-asslstance-general-provislons-federal-perkinS‘loan- 

program-federal-family-education-loan. 

55.  The  final  version  of  regulations  drafted  in  the  department's  2015-2016  rulemaking  process  are  available  as  "Student  Assistance 
General  Provisions,  Federal  Perkins  Loan  Program,  Federal  Family  Education  Loan  Program,  William  D.  Ford  Federal  Direct  Loan 
Program,  and  Teacher  Education  Assistance  for  College  and  Higher  Education  Grant  Program:  Final  Regulations,"  November  1, 
2016,  81  FR  75926-01. 

56.  In  a  parallel  process,  the  department  created  the  first  approved  form  students  to  submit  borrower  defense  claims,  available  at 
https://studentaid.ed.gov/sa/repay-loans/forgiveness-cancellation/borrower-defense. 

57.  Tariq  Habash  and  Robert  Shireman,  "How  College  Enrollment  Contracts  Limit  Students'  Rights,"  April  28,  2016, 
https://tcf.org/content/report/how-college-enrollment-contracts-limit-students-rights/. 

58.  Tariq  Habash,  "New  Department  of  Education  Regulations  Big  Win  for  Students'  Rights,"  The  Century  Foundation,  October  28, 
2016,  https://tcf.org/content/commentary/new-department-educatlon-regulations-big-wln-students-rights/. 

59.  The  lawsuits  challenging  DeVos's  delays  Include  one  filed  by  attorneys  general  from  eighteen  states  and  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Jlllian  Berman,  "States  sue  Betsy  DeVos  over  delays  to  Obama-era  crackdown  on  for-profit  colleges,"  MarketWatch, 
October  17,  2017,  https://www.marketwatch.com/story/states-sue-betsy-devos-over-delays-to-obama-era-crackdown-on-for- 
profit-colleges-2017-10-17,  and  another  filed  by  students  awaiting  borrower  defense  relief,  Donna  Goodison,  "Healey  slams  loan 
forgiveness  change  'Free  pass  to  cheat,'"  Boston  Herald,  Oct,  30,  2017, 

http://www.bostonherald.com/business/business_markets/2017/10/healey_slamsjoan_forglveness_change. 

60.  "Student  Assistance  General  Provisions,  Federal  Perkins  Loan  Program,  Federal  Family  Education  Loan  Program,  William  D. 

Ford  Federal  Direct  Loan  Program,  and  Teacher  Education  Assistance  for  College  and  Higher  Education  Grant  Program:  Interim  final 
rule;  delay  of  effective  date;  request  for  comments,"  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  October  24,  2017,  82  FR  49114, 
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2017/10/24/2017-22851/student-assistance-general-provisions-federal-perkins-loan- 
program-federal-family-educatlon-loan. 

61.  Career  Education  Corporation  sold  Missouri  College  brand  to  Weston  Educational,  Inc.  on  September  1,  2015. 

62.  On  February  3,  2015  the  student  loan  guarantor  and  debt  collector  Education  Credit  Management  Corporation  (ECMC) 

purchased  56  Everest  and  Wyotech  campuses  and  rebranded  the  new  venture  Zenith  Education  Group.  Since  the  complaint  data 
are  not  available  by  date  of  enrollment,  and  school  OPEIDs  do  not  change  when  schools  change  ownfjrSj  not  able  to 

determine  whether  any  of  the  complaints  about  Corinthian  schools  data  from  after  their  transfer  to 

63.  Schools  purchased  in  2015  (see  Graham  Holdings)  are  not  Included  here. 

64.  Graham  Holdings  sold  "Kaplan  Higher  Education"  which  Includes  the  Kaplan  College,  Kaplan  Career  Institute,  and  Tesst  College 
of  Technology  brands  to  Education  Corporation  of  America  on  September  3,  2015. 

65.  Reports  from  November  18,  2015  through  March  25,  2015,  stated  the  number  of  borrower  defense  claims  that  were 
"processed,"  defined  as  claims  were  approved  by  the  borrower  defense  unit  and  the  Under  Secretary  of  Education  authorized 
appropriate  relief,  including  loan  discharge.  See  "Second  Report  of  the  Special  Master  for  Borrower  Defense  to  the  Under 
Secretary,  3-4;  "Third  Report  of  the  Special  Master  for  Borrower  Defense  to  the  Under  Seaetary,"  U.S,  Department  of  Education, 
March  25,  2016,  5. 
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66.  Fourth  Report  of  the  Special  Master  for  Borrower  Defense  to  the  Under  Secretary,"  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  June  29, 
2016,  7,  https://www2.ed.gov/documents/press-releases/report-special-master-borrower-defense-4.pdf. 

67.  This  press  release  also  announced  that  the  department  was  "beginning  to  award  the  first  discharges  to  affected  students"  who 
submitted  ITT-related  claims,  but  did  not  say  how  many  ITT  discharges  were  approved. 

68.  These  claims  are  described  as  "pending  review,  decision,  or  adjudication,"  and  appear  to  be  distinct  from  claims  that  were 
previously  approved  but  that  are  awaiting  action  in  the  form  of  a  discharge  or  refund.  Department  of  Education  response  at  1-3. 

69.  The  department  explains  the  development  of  the  OPEID  system  in  a  March  1,  1997  "Dear  Colleague"  letter  authored  by 
Elizabeth  M.  Hicks,  then  the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Student  Financial  Assistance  Programs,  available  at 
https://lfap.ed.gov/dpcletters/doc0276_bodyoftext.htm.  A  crosswalk  between  OPEIDs  and  institutions  is  available  at 

The  Department  of  Defense  has  created  a  tool  which  provides  more  information  on  OPEIDs  and  allows  users  to  search  for  schools 
by  OPEID,  available  at  https://www.dodmou.com/Home/EnterOpeidBeforeCreateUserAccount. 

70.  Some  public  higher  education  systems  can  also  be  said  to  have  multiple  brands,  such  as  the  University  of  California  which  has 
one  set  of  regents  overseeing  multiple  semi-autonomous  campuses.  Even  when  borrower  defense  claims  are  combined  across  such 
systems,  we  did  not  find  any  public  system  with  20  or  more  complaints. 

71.  Sources  included  the  College  Scorecard  data,  the  Integrated  Postsecondary  Education  Data  System  (IPEDS),  and  the 
Postsecondary  Education  Participation  System  (PEPS)  Closed  School  List. 

72.  In  some  cases  the  schools  were  closed  many  years  ago  and  some  matching  information  (such  as  the  accreditor)  was  not 
readily  available. 


Yan  Cao,  Fellow 

Yan  Cao  is  a  fellow  at  The  Century  Foundation  where  she  works  on  higher 
education  policy  with  a  focus  on  expanding  opportunity,  reducing  inequality, 
and  ensuring  fair  outcomes  for  students. 


Tariq  Habash,  Policy  Associate 

Tariq  Habash  is  a  policy  associate  at  The  Centur}'  Foundation  focusing  on 
higher  education  education  policy  and  the  for-profit  sector. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Thursday,  January  25,  2018  2:40  PM 
McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Menashi,  Steven;  Amann,  Amanda;  Filter,  Scott;  Martin,  Gregory;  Finley,  Steve;  Malawer, 

Hilary;  Mahaffie,  Lynn 

RE:  GE  Issue  Papers  for  EOP  Review 

EOPCommentsGESession2.docx 


Elizabeth, 


Thanks. 

Sltnron 

From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  [mailto:Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.govl 

Sent:  Tuesday,  January  23,  2018  4:24  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Cc;  Menashi,  Steven  <Steven.Menashi@ed.gov>;  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.gov>;  Filter,  Scott 
<Scott.Filter@ed.gov>;  Martin,  Gregory  <Gregory.Martin@ed.gov>;  Finley,  Steve  <Steve.Finley@ed.gov>;  Malawer, 
Hilary  <HilarY.Malawer@ed.gov>;  Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lynn.Mahaffie@ed.gov> 

Subject:  GE  Issue  Papers  for  EOP  Review 
Importance:  High 

Sharon  - 


We  would  greatly  appreciate  receiving  EOP's  comments  by  cob,  Wednesday,  January  24">.  Please  let  us 
know  if  you  have  any  questions. 

Thank  you. 

Elizabeth 


Elizabeth  A.  M.  McFadden 

Deputy  General  Counsel  for  Ethics,  Legislative  Counsel, 
and  Regulatory  Services 
U.S.  Department  of  Education 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Sunday,  January  28,  2018  5:10  PM 

'Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB' 

Menashi,  Steven;  Amann,  Amanda;  Filter,  Scott;  Martin,  Gregory;  Finley,  Steve;  Malawer, 
Hilary;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  GE17User 
RE:  GE  Issue  Papers  for  EOP  Review 

Gainful  Employment  Session  2  Issue  Papers  Combined  012318Redline.docx;  Gainful 
Employment  Session  2  Issue  Papers  Combined  012318Final.docx 


Sharon  - 


Thanks  again. 
Elizabeth 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov] 

Sent;  Thursday,  January  25,  2018  2:40  PM 
To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Menashi,  Steven;  Amann,  Amanda;  Filter,  Scott;  Martin,  Gregory;  Finley,  Steve;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Mahaffie,  Lynn 
Subject:  RE:  GE  Issue  Papers  for  EOP  Review 


Elizabeth, 


Thanks. 

Sharon 

From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  fmailio:Elizabeth.McFadden(Sed.eov1 

Sent:  Tuesday,  January  23,  2018  4:24  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  EOP/OMB  <Sh3ron  Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Cc:  Menashi,  Steven  <Steven.Menashi@ed.gov>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.gov>:  Filter,  Scott 
<Scort.Filterig>ed  eov>:  Martin,  Gregory  <Gregorv.Martin(S)ed  gov>:  Finley,  Steve  <Steve.Hnlev(S>ed,gov>:  Malawer, 
Hilary  <Hllarv.Malawerfn>ed.eov>:  Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lvriri.Mahaffle@ed.gQv> 

Subject:  GE  Issue  Papers  for  EOP  Review 
Importance:  High 

Sharon  - 
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We  would  greatly  appreciate  receiving  EOP's  comments  by  cob,  Wednesday,  January  24'".  Please  let  us 
know  if  you  have  any  questions. 

Thank  you. 

Elizabeth 


Elizabeth  A.  M.  McFadden 

Deputy  General  Counsel  for  Ethics,  Legislative  Counsel, 
and  Regulatory  Services 
U.S.  Department  of  Education 
elizabeth.mcfaddeii^ed.^ov 

202-401-6307 


^'^ersIght 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000303 


fm*  FwNaejUlBlanMenra  i>nnQ  Aa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000304 


■mtFfirMapixi 


IMPlMCyta 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000305 


fmtFfirfaapiHl 


iMPnMC^Aa 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000306 


■«»  FftvoQecllBMnHMo  *«  Aa 


pyERSIGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000307 


IMPlMCyta 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000308 


fir^rtiiiinr  rifmUTi— nurmniiai  nn 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000309 


TTi  ' 


PVERSIGH 


iL 


§»■  riiinndDrrifcnMWw  xihuri  iin 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000310 


J^VERSiGHfl 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000312 


fin*  M  Ptinc^  Aa 


PVERSiGHfB 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000313 


«■*  ■  " 


pVERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000314 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000315 


a 


\ ' 


pVERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000316 


■vwFnwaopc 


im^wKyAa 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000317 


iMPiMcyAa 


J3VERSIGH 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000318 


PVERSIGHTB 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000319 


imPnMC^Aa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000320 


«■*  ■  " 


pVERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000321 


■mr  FMvoQ&QUBigraMen  m  Aa 


-T---  " 

PVERSIGHTB 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000322 


PVERSIGHTB 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000323 


FftMov  iK  Mlanwnn  ra  Aa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000324 


TT!  ' 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000325 


■mtFMvoopixi 


IMPlMCyta 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000326 


FfvHoeolltricnMMn  ««  Pn>Kv  Aa 


PVERSIGHTB 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000327 


TT!  ' 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000328 


lirwrwwrtiKtwtoniaPnwcyto 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000329 


tir»rriiiinr  riflriliinni  niiriiiiii  Hn 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000330 


TTi  ' 


PVERSIGH 


iL 


■mtFortopiBDd 


imPnOTcyAa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000331 


fm*  Ftnnnp  pt  yirwMrn  la  ftity 


PVERSIGHTB 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000332 


IwtHwoweOKDw— BnywRwKyAg 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000333 


im^ncyAa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000334 


TT!  ' 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000335 


timrriinnr  rifmninMnnriiiriiiiri  nn 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000336 


TTi  ' 


PVERSIGH 


iL 


■vwFMvaapMi 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000337 


TT!  ■ 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000338 


imPTMcyAa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000339 


■«w  Fmmdh  cl  MvwMn  m  Pnncf  ta 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000340 


TTi 


PVERSIGH 


iL 


timrfiiiinr  rllriliriwnnwiiinii^i  nn 


iMPimcyAd 


TT!  ■ 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000344 


IMPlMCyta 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000345 


TT!  ' 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000346 


im^nc^Aa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000347 


TT!  ' 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000348 


4“^.  i’L** _ f 


pVERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000349 


TT!  ■ 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000350 


a 


\ ' 


pVERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000351 


PVERSIGHTB 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000352 


■«w  Fff«aaeoU(riara«eo  »«  Ptincv  Aa 


PVERSIGHTB 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000353 


■»  FnwaoftfiUBltnMen  m  Plincy  Aa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000354 


Iimriiiiiinr  nririlnri— nnyinn«>i  iln 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000355 


J^VERSiGHfl 


a 


\ ' 


pVERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000356 


■««FM«a«e£{i 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000357 


fim  rniiinn  rnirilirrniiriiinii«i  nn 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000358 


TTi  ' 


PVERSIGH 


iL 


fim  rniiinn  rnirilirrniiriiinii«i  nn 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000359 


TTi  ' 


PVERSIGH 


iL 


timrriinnr  rifmninMnnriiiriiiiri  nn 


.^RSIGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000360 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000361 


fmiFMvaapoti 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000362 


■mt  FftvagesUBknHM  m  Pimcv  Aa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000363 


finrniiinr  nrmurnMrn  mrii  iri  ‘  i 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000364 


■mtFMvoopixi 


IMPlMCyta 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000365 


■mtFMvoopixi 


IMPlMCyta 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000366 


F<«mhb  o(  MvimM  M  Aincv  Ao 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000367 


TT!  ' 


PVERSIGH 


J. 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000368 


■mtFMvaofioci 


iMPiMcyAa 


^  I  rnr:  r., ' 

J^VERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000369 


flnt  Fmmdm  cl  ManMon  M  PiMcy  Aa 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000370 


J3VERSIGH 


■«»  FUTMOBiHI 


mPnMcyAa 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000371 


■iniF<f«M»OCI 


pyERSiGHTl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000372 


PV/ERSiGHfl 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000373 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Monday,  January  29,  2018  5;03  PM 

Mar,  Sharon  (Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov) 

Mahaffie,  Lynn;  BD2User;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Smith,  Kathleen;  Menashi,  Steven;  Siegel, 
Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Disario,  Rachel 
RE:  BD  Issue  Papers  for  0MB  Review 

BD  Issue  Paper  1  Session  3  01.26.201 8.doa;  BD  Issue  Paper  2  Session  3  01. 26.201  S.docx 


Importance: 


High 


Sharon  - 

Attached  lor  EOl’  review  are  Issue  Papers  1  and  2.  Please  let  us  know  it  you  have  any  comments. 
Thank  yr>n. 

Elizabeth 


From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Sent:  Friday,  January  26,  2018  5:45  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  (Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov) 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn  (Lynn.Mahaffie@ed.gov);  BD2User;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Smith,  Kathleen;  Menashi,  Steven 
(Steven.Menashi@ed.gov);  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Disario,  Rachel 
Subject:  FW:  BD  Issue  Papers  for  0MB  Review 
Importance:  High 

Sharon  - 


Please  let  us  kmow  if  you  have  any  questions 
Thanks. 

Elizabeth 
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From:  MicrosoftExchange329e71ec88ae4615bbc36ab6ce41109e@usdedeop.onmicrosoft.com 

on  behalf  of  Bantle  Edward  D.  <ebantle@fmcs.gov> 

Sent:  Thursday,  February  1,  2018  9:29  AM 

To:  Weisman,  Annmarie;  pres@usstudents.org;  stevaughn.bush@law.bison.howard.edu; 

Ashley.harrington@responsiblelending.org;  smartindale@consumer.org; 
ashafroth@nclc.org;  jfredman@baylegal.org;  will.hubbard@studentveterans.org; 
walter@veteranseducationsuccess.org;  John.Ellis@oag.texas.gov; 
Evan.Daniels@azag.gov;  mccomis@accsc.org;  Karen  Solinski;  sharpv@evangel.edu, 
Kimberly.Brown@dmu.edu;  alacey@thompsoncoburn.com, |^^^^|@gmail.com, 
hudsok@rpi.edu,  rflaniga@spelman.edu;  lodriguez.murray@uncf.org; 
aareich@liberty.edu;  dmadzelan@acenet.edu;  NassirianB@aascu.org; 
Alyssa.Dobson@sru.edu,  sklewis@uw.edu;  gjones@CompassRoseFoundation.org; 
MB@Ayers.edu;  Chris@DeLucaLawLLC.com;  ^H^^^^^fti’gmail.com; 
Linda@rawleslaw.com;  whall;  colleens@mohela.com;  oconnell@vsac.org; 
srepp@ncher.us;  randerson@sheeo.org;  'drobinson@roanokechowan.edu’ 

Cc:  Miller  Rozmyn;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Caruso  Moira;  Smith  Krystil 

Subject:  ED  -  BD:  Information  Distribution 

Attachments:  ED  -  BD:  Information  Distribution 


Sender:  ebantle@fmcs.gov 

Subject:  ED  -  BD:  Information  Distribution 

Message-Id:  <BN3PR09MB0609A6259BE91391646EBE90C4FA0@BN3PR09MB0609.namprd09.prod.outlook.com> 
Recipient:  Annmarie.Weisman@ed.gov 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Bantle  Edward  D.  <ebantle@fmcs.gov> 

Thursday,  February  1,  2018  9:29  AM 

Weisman,  Annmarie;  pres@usstudents.org;  stevaughn.bush@law.bison.howard.edu; 
Ashley.harrington@responsiblelending.org;  smartindale@consumer.org; 
ashafroth@nclc.org;  jfredman@baylegal.org;  will.hubbard@studentveterans.org; 
walter@veteranseducationsuccess.org;  John.Ellis@oag.texas.gov; 
Evan.Daniels@azag.gov;  mccomis@accsc.org;  Karen  Solinski;  sharpv@evangel.edu; 
Kimberly.Brown@dmu.edu;  alacey@thompsoncoburn.com;  ^|^^m@gmail.com, 
hudsok@rpi.edu;  rflaniga@spelman.edu;  lodriguez.murray@uncf.org; 
aareich@liberty.edu;  dmadzelan@acenet.edu;  NassirianB@aascu.org; 
Alyssa.Dobson@sru.edu;  sklewis@uw.edu;  gjones@CompassRoseFoundation.org; 
M6@Ayers.edu;  Chris@DeLucaLawLLC.com;^^^^^^^|@gmail.com; 
Linda@rawleslaw.com;  whall;  colleens@mohela.com;  oconnell@vs3C.org; 
srepp@ncher.us;  randerson@sheeo.org;  'drobinson@roanokechowan.edu' 

Miller  Rozmyn;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Caruso  Moira;  Smith  Krystil 
ED  -  BD:  Information  Distribution 
DOJ  brief  on  Arbitration.pdf 


Good  morning, 

Attached,  is  a  document  'DOI  Brief  on  Arbitration"  distributed  at  the  request  of  the  Departmerri 

Thanks. 

Ted 


Edward  D.  Bantle 
Commissioner 


Federal  Mediation  &  Conciliation  Sendee 

Office  of  Alternative  DiS;pute  Resolution  and  International  Services 
250  E  Street.  SW 
Washington,  DC  2062<1 
Office:  1202)605-0023 

Cell;  HUlmillHIH 

E-Mnil;  e ba ntlei’rtfmcs .gov 
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Nos.  16-285, 16-300,  and  16-307 


3n  tlje  Supreme  Court  of  tfje  ^niteli  ^tateg 

Epic  Systems  Corporation,  petitioner 

V. 

Jacob  Lewis 


Ernst  &  Young  LLP,  et  al.,  petitioners 

V. 

Stephen  Morris,  et  al. 

National  Labor  Relations  Board,  petitioner 

V. 

Murphy  Oil  USA,  Inc.,  et  al. 


ON  WRITS  OF  CERTIORARI 
TO  THE  UNITED  STATES  COURTS  OF  APPEALS 
FOR  THE  FIFTH,  SEVENTH,  AND  NINTH  CIRCUITS 


BRIEF  FOR  THE  UNITED  STATES  AS  AMICUS  C!IRIAE 
SUPPORTING  PETITIONERS  IN  NOS.  16-285  AND  16-300 
AND  SUPPORTING  RESPONDENTS  IN  NO.  16-307 


Jeffrey  B.  Wall 
Acting  Solicitor  General 
Co  u  nsel  of  Record 
Malcolm  L.  Stewart 
Deputy  Solicitor  General 
Allon  Kedem 
Assistant  to  the  Solicitor 
General 

Depa  rtment  of  Just  ice 
Washington,  D,C.  205S0-0001 
SupreyneCtRriefs@i(sdofgov 
(202)  5U-2217 
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QUESTION  PRESENTED 


Whether  arbitration  agi'eements  that  bar  individual 
employees  from  pursuing  work-related  claims  on  a  col¬ 
lective  or  class  basis  limit  the  employees’  right  under 
the  National  Labor  Relations  Act  to  engage  in  “concerted 
activities”  in  pursuit  of  their  “mutual  aid  or  protection,” 
29  U.S.C.  157,  and  whether  such  agi’eements  are  enforce¬ 
able  under  the  Federal  Ai’bitration  Act,  9  U.S.C.  2. 
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A.  The  NLRA  does  not  preclude  enforcement 
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1.  Bilateral  arbitration  agi'eements  should 
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congressional  command  precluding 
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right  confeired  by  another  federal  statute . 25 
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Conclusion . 34 
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INTEREST  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

These  cases  present  the  question  whether  arbitra¬ 
tion  agreements  that  bar  individual  employees  from 
pursuing  work-related  claims  on  a  collective  or  class  basis 
impermissibly  limit  the  employees’  right  under  the 
National  Labor  Relations  Act  (NLRA)  to  engage  in 
“concerted  activities”  in  pursuit  of  their  “mutual  aid  or 
protection,”  29  U.S.C.  157,  or  whether  such  agi*eements 
instead  are  enforceable  under  the  Federal^^ifttration 
Act  (FAA),  9  U.S.C.  2.  The  United  StJl^^d  the 


Pertinent  statutory  provisions  are  reproduced  in  the 
appendix  to  this  brief.  App.,  infra,  la-13a. 


STATEMENT 


1.  In  1925,  Congi-ess  enacted  the  Federal  Ai’bitra- 
tion  Act,  9  U.S.C.  1  et  seq.,  to  “overcome  judicial  resis¬ 
tance  to  arbitration.”  Buckeye  Check  Cashing,  Inc.  v. 
Cardegna,  546  U.S.  440,  443  (2006).  “The  preeminent 
concern  of  Congress  in  passing  the  Act  was  to  enforce 
private  agreements  into  which  parties  had  entered.” 
Dean  Witter  Reynolds  Inc.  v.  Byrd,  470  U.S.  213,  221 
(1985).  The  FAA  provides  that  any  “written  provision 
in  any  maritime  transaction  or  a  contract  evidencing  a 
transaction  involving  commerce  to  settle  by  arbitration 
a  controversy  thereafter  arising  out  of  such  contract  or 
transaction  *  *  *  shall  be  valid,  hrevocable,  and  enforce¬ 
able,  save  upon  such  gi’ounds  as  exist  at  law  or  in  equity 
for  the  revocation  of  any  contract.”  9  U.S.C.  2.  If  a  suit 
is  brought  concerning  “any  issue  referable  to 
tion  under  an  agreement  in  wi’iting  for  such  arbit  , 
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the  court  in  which  such  suit  is  pending”  must,  “on  appli¬ 
cation  of  one  of  the  parties,”  stay  the  proceedings  and 
refer  the  matter  to  arbitration  in  accordance  with  the 
parties’  agi’eement.  9  U.S.C.  3. 

2.  The  National  Labor  Relations  ^^^9  U.S.C.  151 
et  seq.,  was  enacted  in  1935  to  encoui^^^llective  bar¬ 
gaining  and  to  “protectt  ]  the  exercise  by  workers  of  full 
freedom  of  association,  self-organization,  and  designation 
of  representatives  of  their  own  choosing.”  29  U.S.C.  151. 
The  NLRA  provides  that  “[elmployees  shall  have  the 
right  to  self-organization,  to  form,  join,  or  assist  labor 
organizations,  to  bargain  collectively  through  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  their  own  choosing,  and  to  engage  in  other 
concerted  activities  for  the  purpose  of  collective  bai*- 
gaining  or  other  mutual  aid  or  protection.”  29  U.S.C. 
157.  An  employer  that  “interfere[s]  with,  restrain[s],  or 
coerce[s]  employees  in  the  exercise  of  the  rights  guar¬ 
anteed  in  section  157”  has  committed  “an  unfair  labor 
practice.”  29  U.S.C.  158(a)(1).  The  National  Labor  Rela¬ 
tions  Board  “is  empowered  *  *  *  to  prevent  any  person 
from  engaging  in  any  unfair  labor  practice  *  *  *  affect¬ 
ing  commerce.”  29  U.S.C.  160(a). 

In  Januaiy  2012,  the  Board  ruled  that  agreements 
between  individual  employees  and  their  employers  that 
require  arbitration  of  work-related  disputes  on  a  bilat¬ 
eral  (rather  than  collective  or  classwide)  basis  interfere 
with  the  employees’  right  under  Section  157  to  engage 
in  concerted  activities,  in  violation  of  Section  158(a)(1). 
D.R.  Horton,  Inc.,  357  N.L.R.B.  2277,  2278-2283.  The 
Board  determined  that,  “[j]ust  as  the  substantive  right 
to  engage  in  concerted  activity  aimed  at  improving 
wages,  hours  or  working  conditions  through  litigation 
or  arbitration  lies  at  the  core  of  the  rights  protected  by 
Section  [157],  the  prohibition  of  individual  agreements 
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imposed  on  employees  as  a  means  of  requiring  that  they 
waive  their  right  to  engage  in  protected,  concerted  activ¬ 
ity  lies  at  the  core  of  the  prohibitions  contained  in  Sec¬ 
tion  f  1581.”  Id.  at  2281. 


The  Board  also  expressed  the  view  that  its  rul^ 


rationale  was  not  specific  to  arbitration,  and  that  the 
contractual  term  at  issue  “would  equally  violate  the 
NLRA  if  it  said  nothing  about  arbitration,  but  merely 
required  employees,  as  a  condition  of  employment, 
to  agi’ee  to  pursue  any  claims  in  court  against  the 
[employer]  solely  on  an  individual  basis.”  D.R.  Horton, 
357  N.L.R.B.  at  2285.  The  Board  also  noted  that,  under 
the  FAA’s  saving  clause,  see  9  U.S.C.  2  (requiring 
enforcement  of  arbitration  agreements  “save  upon  such 
grounds  as  exist  at  law  or  in  equity  for  the  revocation  of 
any  contract”),  arbitration  agi'eements  “remain  subject 
to  the  same  defenses  against  enforcement  to  which 
other  contracts  are  subject.”  357  N.L.R.B.  at  2284. 

On  review,  the  Fifth  Circuit  rejected  the  Board’s 
analysis.  D.R.  Horton,  Inc.  v.  NLRB,  737  F.3d  344, 360- 
362  (2013).  The  court  held  that  enforcement  of  the  chal¬ 
lenged  arbitration  agi’eement  would  not  “deny  a  party 
any  statutory  right”  bec^i^?^se  of  class  action  proce¬ 
dures  *  *  *  is  not  a  su||i||^‘ive  right”  under  Section 
157.  Id.  at  357.'  Judge  ij^a^es  dissented  in  relevant 
part,  explaining  that  he  agi’eed  with  the  Board’s  reason¬ 
ing.  Id.  at  364-365. 

3.  These  consolidated  cases  involve  agreements, 
signed  by  individual  employees  and  their  employers,  in 


'  The  Fifth  Circuit  in  D.R.  Hoiion  agi’eed  with  the  Board  that  an 
arbitration  agi’eement  constitutes  an  unfair  labor  practice  to  the 
extent  that  it  prohibits  employees  from  filing  unfair-labor-practice 
charges  with  the  Board.  737  F.3d  at  364. 
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which  the  parties  have  agreed  to  resolve  work-related 
disputes  through  bilateral  arbitration. 

a.  Epic  Systems  Corporation  makes  healthcare  soft¬ 
ware.  16-285  (Epic)  Pet.  App.  la.  In  April  2014,  it  sent 
an  email  to  its  employees  requiring  them,  as  a  condition 
of  employment,  to  agree  to  arbitrate  all  wage-and-hour 
claims.  The  agreement  speci^^:1|iat  the  employees 
waived  “the  right  to  participate  receive  money  or 
:||her  relief  from  any  class,  collective,  or  repre- 
i^^^ve  proceeding.”  Id.  at  2a  (emphasis  omitted), 
'"’f  t^bb  Lewis,  an  employee  who  had  consented  to  the 
arbitration  agreement,  filed  a  federal-court  suit  against 
Epic  Systems  “individually  and  on  behalf  of  all  others 
similarly  situated.”  Epic  Pet.  App.  2a,  24a.  Lewis  alleged 
that  Epic  Systems  had  violated  the  F air  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  Act  of  1938  (FLSA),  29  U.S.C.  201  et  seq.,  and  state 
law  by  denying  overtime  pay  to  him  and  other  employ¬ 
ees.  When  Epic  Systems  moved  to  dismiss  the  suit  and 
to  compel  bilateral  arbitration,  Lewis  argued  that  the 
arbitration  agreement  was  invalid  and  unenforceable 
under  the  NLRA.  Epic  Pet.  App.  2a-3a.  The  district  court 
agreed  with  Lewis  and  denied  Epic  Systems’  motion. 
Id.  at  24a-29a. 

The  Seventh  Circuit  affinned.  Epic  Pet.  App.  la-23a. 
The  court  concluded  that  the  “text,  histoiy,  and  pur¬ 
pose”  of  Section  157  show  that  it  “should  be  read  broadly 
to  include  resort  to  representative,  joint,  collective,  or 
class  legal  remedies.”  Id.  at  5a-6a.  The  court  also  stated 
that,  even  if  Section  157  were  ambiguous,  the  court 
would  defer  to  the  Board’s  determination  that  the 
NLRA  “prohibit[s]  employers  from  making  agreements 
with  individual  employees  barring  access  to  class  or  col¬ 
lective  remedies.”  Id.  at  7a  (citing  D.R.  Horton).  The 
court  rejected  Epic  Systems’  contention  that  the  FAA 
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required  enforcement  of  the  agi'eeinent.  Id.  at  12a-23a. 
The  court  concluded  that,  because  Epic  Systems’ 
concerted-action  waiver  is  prohibited  by  the  NLRA, 
and  because  illegality  is  a  “gi’oundJJ  *  *  *  for  the  revo¬ 
cation  of  any  contract”  within  t2|^;^^ning  of  the  FAA’s 
saving  clause,  9  U.S.C.  2,  the  i^l^  is  unenforceable 
under  the  FAA’s  own  terms.  Epic  Pet.  App.  12a-15a. 

b.  Ernst  &  Young  LLP  and  its  U.S.-based  affiliate 
(collectively,  Ernst  &  Young)  provide  accounting  ser¬ 
vices.  16-300  {E&Y)  Pet.  App.  2a,  43a-44a.  Ernst  & 
Young  required  its  employees,  as  a  condition  of  employ¬ 
ment,  to  sign  a  “concerted  action  waiver”  in  which  they 
agi’eed  to  arbitrate  any  legal  claims  against  the  com¬ 
pany  and  to  do  so  “only  as  individuals  and  in  separate 
proceedings.”  Id.  at  2a  (internal  quotation  marks  omit¬ 
ted).  Despite  signing  that  agi’eement,  two  Ernst  & 
Young  employees  filed  suit  in  federal  court,  on  behalf  of 
themselves  and  others  similarly  situated,  alleging  that 
the  company  had  improperly  denied  them  overtime 
wages  in  violation  of  the  FLSA  and  state  law.  Ibid.  The 
district  court  gi*anted  Ernst  &  Young’s  motion  to  com¬ 
pel  bilateral  arbitration  and  dismissed  the  suit.  Id.  at 
43a-67a. 

The  Ninth  Circuit  reversed.  E&Y  Pet.  ^^^a-25a. 
The  court  held  that  the  NLRA  gives  emplo^^^  “right 
to  pursue  work-related  legal  claims  togethlf;^“fhd  that 
Ernst  &  Young  had  violated  that  right  by  requiring  its 
employees  to  resolve  their  legal  claims  in  separate  arbi¬ 
tration  proceedings.  Id.  at  3a;  see  id.  at  3a-lla.  The 
court  held  that  the  FAA  “does  not  dictate  a  contrary 
result”  because  that  statute  requires  only  that  arbitra¬ 
tion  contracts  be  placed  “‘on  equal  footing  with  all  other 
contracts,”’  and  the  collective-action  waiver  would  con¬ 
travene  the  NLRA  even  if  it  were  not  contained  in  an 
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arbitration  agreement.  Id.  at  12a  (quoting  DIRECTV, 
Inc.  V.  Imburgia,  136  S.  Ct.  463,  468  (2015))  (citation 
omitted);  see  id.  at  12a-14a.  The  court  also  character¬ 
ized  the  employees’  right  to  seek  redress  collectively  as 
a  non-waivable  “substantive  federal  right,”  thereby  dis¬ 
tinguishing  it  from  other  cases  involving  “procedural” 
rights  that  may  be  limited  by  agr’eement.  Id.  at  15a- 
16a;  see  id.  at  14a-21a. 

Judge  Ikuta  dissented.  E&Y  Pet.  App.  25a-42a.  She 
explained  that,  “[i]n  determining  whether  the  FAA’s 
mandate  requiring  ‘courts  to  enforce  agreements  to  ar¬ 
bitrate  according  to  their  terms’  has  been  overridden  by 
a  different  federal  statute,  the  Supreme  Court  requires 
a  showing  that  such  a  federal  statute  includes  an  express 
‘contrary  congi’essional  command.’”  Id.  at  28a  (quoting 
CompuCredit  Corp.  v.  Greenwood,  565  U.S.  95,  98 
(2012)).  Because  the  NLRA  does  not  expressly  prohibit 
the  type  of  arbitration  agreement  that  is  at  issue  here, 
Judge  Ikuta  would  have  enforced  the  agreement  as 
written.  Id.  at  34a-38a. 

c.  Murphy  Oil  USA,  Inc.  operates  more  than  1000 
gas  stations  in  21  States.  16-307  {Murjjhy  Oil)  Pet.  App. 
24a.  Murphy  Oil  required  each  of  its  employees  and  job 
applicants  to  sign  a  “Binding  Arbitration  Agreement 
and  Waiver  of  Jury  Trial”  in  which  the  parties  waived 
their  “right  to  commence,  be  a  party  to,  or  act  as  a  class 
member  in,  any  class  or  collective  action”  in  any  judicial 
or  arbitration  proceeding  “relating  to  employment 
issues.”  Id.  at  24a-25a  (brackets  omitted).  In  June  2010, 
four  employees  sued  Murphy  Oil  in  federal  court,  alleg¬ 
ing  FLSA  violations.  Invoking  the  arbitration  agi’ee- 
ment,  Murphy  Oil  successfully  moved  to  dismiss  the  col¬ 
lective  action  and  to  compel  arbitration.  Id.  at  26a-28a. 
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One  of  the  employees  then  filed  an  unfair-labor- 
practice  charge  with  the  Board,  and  the  Board’s  Gen¬ 
eral  Counsel  issued  an  administrative  complaint  against 
Murphy  Oil.  Murphy  Oil  Pet.  App.  27a.  In  October 
2014,  the  Board  sustained  the  charge,  reaffirming  its 
prior  decision  in  D.R.  HoHon  and  finding  that  Murphy 
Oil  had  violated  the  employee’s  right  under  the  NLRA 
“to  engage  in  collective  action.”  Id.  at  40a  (quoting  D.R. 
Horton,  357  N.L.R.B  at  2286);  see  id.  at  17a-89a.  The 
Board  stated  that  the  NLRA  creates  “a  substantive 
right  to  engage  in  concerted  activity,”  and  that  the  chal¬ 
lenged  arbitration  agreement  therefore  “amounts  to  a 
prospective  waiver  of  a  right  guaranteed  by  the  NLRA.” 
Id.  at  43a.  The  Board  also  determined  that  its  ruling 
did  not  conflict  with  the  FAA  because  “the  mandatory 
arbitration  agreement  is  invalid  under  Section  2  of  the 
FAA,  the  statute’s  savings  clause,”  and  because  29  U.S.C. 
157  “amounts  to  a  ‘contrary  congressional  command’ 
overriding  the  FAA.”  Murphy  Oil  Pet.  App.  44a-46a 
(footnote  omitted)  (quoting  CompuCredit,  565  U.S.  at 
98).  Two  members  of  the  Board  dissented  in  relevant 
part.  See  id.  at  89a-131a  (Member  Miscimarra);  id.  at 
131a-208a  (Member  Johnson). 

Murphy  Oil  filed  a  petition  for  review,  which  the 
Fifth  Circuit  granted  in  relevant  part.  Murphy  Oil  Pet. 
App.  la-16a.  The  court  adhered  to  its  precedent  in  D.R. 
Horton,  holding  that  an  employer  may  lawfully  require 
its  employees  to  agi’ee  to  pursue  all  ei:^leyment-related 
claims  through  bilateral  arbitration,  r^^Jhan  through 
class  or  collective  actions.  Id.  at  2a,  &  n.3. 
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SUMMARY  OF  ARGUMENT 


Under  the  FAA,  agreements  to  resolve  disputes 
through  arbitration  “shall  be  valid,  irrevocable,  and 
enforceable,  save  upon  such  gi'ounds  as  exist  at  law  or 
in  equity  for  the  revocation  of  any  contract.”  9  U.S.C.  2. 
Courts  must  enforce  agreements  to  arbitrate  federal 
claims  unless  the  FAA’s  mandate  has  been  overridden 
by  a  contraiy  congressional  command  or  unless  enforc¬ 
ing  the  parties’  agi*eement  would  deprive  the  plaintiff  of 
a  substantive  federal  right.  Neither  of  those  justifica¬ 
tions  for  non-enforcement  is  applicable  here.  The  par¬ 
ties’  agreements,  including  their  prohibition  on  class¬ 
wide  or  collective  proceedings,  should  therefore  be 
enforced  according  to  their  terms. 

A.  The  FAA’s  strong  presumption  in  favor  of  enforc¬ 
ing  arbitration  agreements  may  yield  where  “Congress 
itself”  has  overridden  that  presumption  in  another  stat¬ 
ute.  Gilmer  V.  Interstate/ Johnsori  Lane  Corp.,  500  U.S. 
20,  26  (1991)  (citation  omitted).  In  mandating  enforce¬ 
ment  of  agreements  to  arbitrate  a  variety  of  federal 
statutory  claims,  the  Court  has  made  clear  that  statu¬ 
tory  authorization  to  pursue  class  actions  in  court  for 
violations  of  particular  federal  laws  is  insufficient  to 


collective  actions  in  court,  that  authorization  is  not 
meaningfully  different  from  similar  provisions  of  other 
laws  that  this  Court  has  found  insufficient  to  override 
the  FAA’s  mandate  to  enforce  arbitration  agreements 
as  wi’itten.  Presumably  for  that  reason,  plaintiffs  in 
these  cases  have  not  argued,  and  the  courts  of  appeals 
that  ruled  in  their  favor  did  not  suggest,  that  the 
FLSA — the  statute  under  which  plaintiffs’  federal 
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claims  arise — overrides  the  FAA’s  directive  that  their 
arbitration  agi'eements  should  be  enforced.  Plaintiffs’ 
argument  thus  depends  on  the  proposition  that  the 
NLRA’s  recognition  of  a  general  right  to  engage  in 
“concerted  activities,”  29  U.S.C.  157,  confers  greater 
rights  to  pursue  FLSA  claims  collectively  than  does  the 
FLSA  itself. 

In  no  other  con^^jS^^^fer,  has  Section  157  been 
construed  to  expan^^^#^^pility  of  class  or  collective 
remedies  beyond  t^&;^%^e  authorized  by  the  laws 
that  directly  address  Imose  Section  157  would 

not,  for  example,  allow  employees  who  do  not  satisfy  the 
numerosity  ;^i||,jiypicality  requirements  of  Federal 
Rule  of  Civ^p^edure  23  to  pursue  a  class  action 
against  thei#i>^^loyer.  Similarly  here.  Section  157 
does  not  supersede  the  balance  struck  in  the  FAA  and 
FLSA,  or  expand  the  range  of  circumstances  in  which 
collective  litigation  can  go  fonvard. 

Nothing  in  the  NLRA’s  legislative  history  indicates 
that  Congress  intended  to  bar  enforcement  of  arbitra¬ 
tion  agi’eements  like  those  at  issue  here.  The  legislative 
record  accompanying  bills  that  became  the  NLRA  men¬ 
tioned  arbitration  only  briefly,  in  stating  that  Congi’ess 
had  declined  to  impose  mandatoi’y  arbitration  or  to 
make  the  Board  an  arbitration  agency.  And  while  the 
NLRB’s  reading  of  ambiguous  NLRA  language  is  enti¬ 
tled  to  judicial  deference,  the  Board’s  analysis  of  the 
interplay  between  the  NLRA  and  the  FAA  is  not. 

B.  In  mandating  enforcement  of  pre-dispute  agi'ee¬ 
ments  to  arbitrate  various  federal  statutory  claims,  this 
Court  has  often  emphasized  that  an  agreement  to  arbi¬ 
trate  does  not  entail  any  surrender  of  substantive  stat¬ 
utory  rights.  Similarly  here,  the  parties’  arbitration 
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agreements  do  not  purport  to  authorize  employer  con¬ 
duct  that  would  violate  the  FLSA’s  wage-and-hour  pro¬ 
visions,  and  they  do  not  prevent  a  successful  plaintiff 
from  recovering  (through  arbitration)  the  full  relief  that 
a  court  could  award  for  an  FLSA  violation. 

Nor  does  enforcement  of  the  arbitration  agi'eements 
deprive  plaintiffs  of  any  substantive  right  under  the 

NLRA.  Although  Section  157  unquestionably  confers 
important  substantive  rights  to  organize  and  to  engage 
in  collective  bargaining,  the  arbitration  agi’eements  do 
not  constrain  plaintiffs’  exercise  of  those  rights.  Even 
assuming  that  the  right  to  utilize  collective  dispute- 
resolution  mechanisms  for  FLSA  claims  is  encom¬ 
passed  within  Section  157’s  residual  phrase  (“other  con¬ 
certed  activities”),  there  is  no  evident  reason  for  view¬ 
ing  it  as  a  substantive  NLRA  right,  when  it  is  clearly  a 
procedural  right  under  the  FLSA  itself. 

This  Court’s  decisions  in  National  Licorice  Co.  v. 

NLRB,  309  U.S.  350  (1940),  and  J.L  Case  Co.  v.  NLRB, 
321  U.S.  332  (1944),  do  not  support  a  different  conclu¬ 
sion.  In  those  cases,  the  Court  invalidated  agreements 
between  employers  and  their  employees  to  resolve 
work-related  disputes  on  a  bilateral  basis.  But  it  did  so 
because  the  employers  had  used  the  agreements  as  a 
basis  for  refusing  to  engage  in  collective  bargaining. 
The  agi’eements  at  issue  here  do  not  have  any  analogous 
anti-union  purpose. 

C.  The  FAA’s  saving  clause  provides  no  sound  basis 
for  declining  to  enforce  the  parties’  arbitration  agi’ee¬ 
ments.  The  FAA’s  strong  policy  in  favor  of  enforcing 
arbitration  agreements  applies  equally  to  the  parties’ 
right  to  “specify  with  ivhom  they  choose  to  arbitrate 
their  disputes.”  Stolt-Nielsen  S.A.  v.  AnimalFeeds 
Int’l  Corp.,  559  U.S.  662,  683  (2010).  The  Seventh  and 
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Ninth  Circuits  understood  the  NLRA  to  prohibit  enforce¬ 
ment  of  agreements  to  arbitrate  work-related  disputes 
bilaterally.  The  courts  found  that  to  be  the  sort  of 
arbitration-neutral  inile  that  the  saving  clause  presences 
because  the  rule  focuses  on  the  requirement  of  bilateral 
arbitration,  rather  than  on  the  agi’eement  to  arbitrate 
as  such. 

This  Court’s  decisions  make  clear,  however,  that  the 
saving  clause  does  not  preseiwe  rales  of  contract  enforce¬ 
ability  that  would  impede  the  achievement  of  the  FAA’s 
objectives,  even  when  those  rales  are  capable  of  appli¬ 
cation  to  contracts  other  than  arbitration  agreements. 

The  Court  in  AT&T  Mobility  LLC  v.  Concepcion, 

563  U.S.  333  (2011),  applied  that  principle  to  hold  that  a 
state-law  rule  against  enforcement  of  class-action  waivers 
contained  in  certain  consumer  contracts  fell  outside  the 
saving  clause.  F or  substantially  the  same  reasons,  the 
saving  clause  does  not  encompass  the  analogous  federal- 
law  rale  that  the  Seventh  and  Ninth  Circuits  derived 
from  the  FAA. 

ARGUMENT 

WHEN  PARTIES  AGREE  TO  ARBPTRArTE  EMPLOYMENT- 
RELATED  CLAIMS  BILATERALLY,  TEE  PAA  REQUIRES 
ENFORCEMENT  OF  THOSE  AGREEMENTS 

The  FAA  establishes  a  “liberal  federal  policy  favoring, 
arbitration,”  Moses  H.  Cone  Mem’l  Hosp.  v.  Mercwr^§5  .j- 
Constr.  Corp.,  460  U.S.  1,  24  (1983),  the  “central”  fea^?^^-ii 
ture  of  which  is  a  directive  that  “private  agi'eements  to 
arbitrate  are  enforced  according  to  their  tenns.”  Stolt- 
Nielsen  S.A.  v.  AninialFeeds  Int’l  Corp.,  559  U.S.  662, 

682  (2010)  (citation  omitted).  When  contracting  parties 
have  agreed  to  resolve  federal  ciairas  through  bilateral 
arbitration,  that  choice  must  be  honored  “unless  the 
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F AA’s  mandate  has  been  overridden  by  a  contrary  con- 
gi’essional  command.”  American  Express  Co.  v.  Italian 
Colors  Rest,  133  S.  Ct.  2304, 2309  (2013)  {Italian  Colors) 
(citations  and  internal  quotation  marks  omitted). 

Under  that  approach,  the  agreements  at  issue  here 
must  be  enforced.  Although  plaintiffs  in  these  cases 
assert  causes  of  action  under  the  FLSA  (as  well  as  under 
state  law),  they  do  not  contend  that  the  FLSA  itself  pre¬ 
cludes  enforcement  of  their  agreements  to  arbitrate 
those  statutory  claims.  And  neither  the  text  nor  the  his¬ 
tory  of  the  NLRA  suggests  that  it  gives  plaintiffs 
greater  rights  to  pursue  collective  litigation  than  they 
can  assert  under  other  soiir^s  of  law  like  the  FLSA. 
Enforcement  of  plaintiffs^;  gE?M|ration  agi*eements  would 
not  deprive  them  of  their  M^stantive  right  under  the 
FLSA  to  proper  wage-and-hour  compensation,  or  any 
procedural  right  under  the  NLRA  to  invoke  whatever 
class  or  collective  procedures  are  othenvise  available  to 
them. 

In  Murphy  Oil,  this  Office  previously  filed  a  petition 
for  a  wi’it  of  certiorari  on  behalf  of  the  NLRB,  defend¬ 
ing  the  Boar(^|^i(v  that  agi'eeif|||p  of  the  sort  at  issue 
here  are  un^^eable.  Aft^^^l!  change  in  admin¬ 
istration,  the  oMce  reconsidered  the  issue  and  has 
reached  the  opposite  conclusion.  Although  the  Board’s 
interpretation  of  ambiguous  NLRA  language  is  ordi¬ 
narily  entitled  to  judicial  deference,  courts  do  not  defer 
to  the  Board’s  conclusion  as  to  the  inteiplay  between 
the  NLRA  and  other  federal  statutes.  We  do  not  believe 
that  the  Board  in  its  prior  unfair-labor-practice  pro¬ 
ceedings,  or  the  government’s  certiorari  petition  in 
Murphy  Oil,  gave  adequate  weight  to  the  congi’essional 
policy  favoring  enforcement  of  arbitration  agreements 
that  is  reflected  in  the  FAA. 
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More  specifically,  the  Board’s  view  that  the  phrase 
“other  concerted  activities”  in  29  U.S.C.  157  encom¬ 
passes  participation  in  collective  or  class  litigation  may 
reflect  a  permissible  interpretation  of  that  language, 
such  that  an  employer  might  commit  an  unfair  labor 
practice  by  dischai‘ging  employees  who  initiated  or  joined 
such  suits  in  accordance  with  other  provisions  of  law.  It 
does  not  follow,  however,  that  Section  157  expands  the 
range  of  circumstances  in  which  such  litigation  can  go 
fomard,  by  allowing  employees  who  validly  waived 
their  collective-litigation  rights  under  the  FLSA  to 
escape  the  consequences  of  that  choice.  The  Board’s 
approach  fails  to  respect  the  FAA’s  directive  that  arbi¬ 
tration  agi’eements  should  be  enforced  unless  they  run 
afoul  of  arbitration-neutral  rules  of  contract  validity. 

A.  The  NLRA  Does  Not  Preclude  Enforcement  Of  An 
Agreement  To  .Arbitrate  Employees’  Work-Rotated 
Claims  Bilaterally 

The  FAA  “reflects  the  overarching  principle  that 
arbitration  is  a  matter  of  contract.”  Italian  Colors, 
133  S.  Ct.  at  2309.  When  parties  agree  in  writing  to 
resolve  disputes  through  arbitration,  the  agreement  is 
“valid,  irrevocable,  and  enforceable,  save  upon  such 
grounds  as  exist  at  law  or  in  equity  for  the  revocation  of 
any  contract.”  9  U.S.C.  2.  The  FAA  requires  courts  to 
“rigorously  enforce  arbitration  agi'eements  according 
to  their  terms,  including  terms  that  specify  tvith  whom 
the  parties  choose  to  arbitrate  their  disputes,  and  the 
rules  under  which  that  arbitration  will  be  conducted.” 
Italian  Colors,  133  S.  Ct.  at  2309  (brackets,  citations, 
and  internal  quotation  mai’ks  omitted).  To  be  sm’e,  “[l]ike 
any  statutoiy  directive,  the  [FAA’s]  mandate  may  be 
overridden  by  a  coEkaiy  congi’essional  command.” 
Shearson/Am.  Express  Inc.  v.  McMahon,  482  U.S.  220, 
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226  (1987).  But  a  party  resisting  enforcement  of  an  ar¬ 
bitration  a^’emgnt  bears  the  “burden”  of  showing 
“that  (l^^i^^^ended  to  preclude”  enforcement.  Id. 
at  227. 

^r^'^^0^^hitration  agreements  should  be  enforced 
congressional  conttn^n/d;  to  the 

contrary 

a.  Although  the  policy  in  favor  of  arbitriSWtpplies 
to  both  federal-  and  state-law  claims,  see,  e.g.,  Gilmer 
V.  Interstate/ Johnson  Lane  Corp.,  500  U.S.  20,  26 
(1991),  this  Court  was  initially  reluctant  to  enforce 
agi-eements  to  ai’bitrate  disputes  that  involved  federal 
statutoi’y  rights.  In  Wilko  v.  Swan,  346  U.S.  427  (1953), 
the  Court  considered  whether  to  enforce  the  parties’ 
agi’eement  to  arbitrate  a  claim  under  the  Securities  Act 
of  1933.  The  Court  observed  that  the  Securities  Act 
contained  provisions  “conferring  jurisdiction”  on  fed¬ 
eral  district  couits,  id.  at  433  &  n.l6  (citing  15  U.S.C. 
77v(a)  (1952)),  and  declaring  “‘void’”  any  agi’eement 
“‘to  waive  compliance  with  any  provision’  of  the  Securi¬ 
ties  Act,”  id.  at  430  (quoting  15  U.S.C.  77n).  Based  on 
those  provisions,  and  on  its  skepticism  of  arbitration 
and  arbitrators,  see  id.  at  435-4^36,:  the  Court  deter¬ 
mined  that  “the  protective  prqy!^ibilS  ^  Securities 
Act  require  the  exercise  of  4jrfet^ion  to  fairly 

assure  their  effectiveness,”  id  Court  thus 

held  that  “the  intention  of  Cong^s^  feliiiS^ning  the  sale 
of  securities  is  better  carried  out  by  holding  invalid  such 
an  agreement  for  arbitration  of  issues  arising  under  the 
[Securities]  Act.”  Id.  at  438. 

The  Wilko  Court’s  skepticism  of  arbitration,  and  its 
approach  to  reconciling  the  FAA  with  other  federal 
statutes,  were  short-lived.  In  Scherk  v.  Alberto-Culver 
Co.,  417  U.S.  506  (1974),  the  Court  held  that  the  FAA 
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required  enforcement  of  an  agreement  to  arbitrate  a 
dispute  under  the  Securities  Exchange  Act  of  1934, 
despite  a  statutory  provision  giving  federal  district 
comts  “exclusive  jm'isdiction”  over  such  suits.  Id  at  514 
(quoting  15  U.S.C.  78aa  (1970));  see  id  at  513-521.  In 
Mitsubishi  Motors  Corp.  v,  Soler  Ch'ysler- Plymouth, 
Inc.,  473  U.S.  614  (1985),  the  Court  explicitly  acknowl¬ 
edged  that  the  balance  it  had  previously  stinick  in  rec¬ 
onciling  the  FAA  with  other  federal  statutes  had  been 
colored  by  an  inappropriate  hostility  toward  arbitra¬ 
tion.  Id  at  626-628.  And  in  Rodriguez  de  Quijas  v. 
ShearsonlAm.  Express,  Inc.,  490  U.S.  477  (1989),  the 
Court  overruled  Wilko,  a  step  the  Court  described  as 
necessary  “to  correct  a  seriously  erroneous  intei’preta- 
tion  of  statutory  language  that  would  undermine  con- 
gi’essional  policy.”  Id.  at  484. 

b.  In  more  recent  decisions  addressing  the  enforce¬ 
ability  of  agreements  to  arbitrate  federal  statutoiy 
claims,  the  Court  has  asked  whether  “Congi’ess  itself,” 
in  enacting  the  statute  that  created  the  plaintiff’s  cause 
of  action,  “evinced  an  intention  to  preclude”  enforce¬ 
ment  of  the  parties’  agi’eement.  Gilmer,  500  U.S.  at  26 
(citation  omitted).  “If  such  an  intention  exists,  it  will  be 
discoverable  in  the  text  of  the  [statute],  its  legislative 
history,  or  an  ‘inherent  conflict’  between  arbitration 
and  the  [statute’s]  underlying  purposes.”  Ibid,  (quoting 
McMahon,  482  U.S.  at  227).  The  Court  has  further 
explained  that  “the  burden”  rests  with  the  party  resist¬ 
ing  enforcement  of  the  arbitration  agreement  “to  show 
that  Congress  intended”  that  result.  Ibid.  In  each  of 
those  cases,  after  examining  relevant  text,  history,  and 
purpose,  the  Court  concluded  that  Congi-ess  did  not 
speak  with  the  necessaiy  specificity.  See,  e.g..  Green 
Tree  Fin.  Corp. -Ala.  v.  Randolph,  531  U.S.  79,  89-92 
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(2000)  (Truth  in  Lending  Act);  Gilmer,  500  U.S.  at  26- 
33  (Age  Discrimination  in  Employment  Act  of  1967); 
Rodriguez  de  Quijas,  490  U.S.  at  479-484  (Securities 
Act  of  1933);  McMahon,  482  U.S.  at  227-242  (Securities 
Exchange  Act  of  1934  and  Racketeer  Influenced  and 
Corrupt  Organizations  Act);  Mitsubishi  Motors,  473  U.S. 
at  628-629  (Sherman  Act). 

CompuCredit  Corp.  v.  Greenwood,  565  U.S.  95  (2012), 
is  illustrative.  There,  individuals  who  had  agi'eed  to  arbi¬ 
trate  their  disputes  with  a  credit-card  company  filed  a 
class-action  complaint  in  federal  court  under  the  Credit 
Repair  Organizations  Act  (CROA),  15  U.S.C.  1679  et  seq. 
See  565  U.S.  at  96.  When  the  defendants  moved  to  com¬ 
pel  arbitration  under  the  FAA,  the  plaintiffs  invoked 
various  CROA  provisions  that  required  disclosure  of  a 
consumer’s  “right  to  sue”  for  statutory  violations,  id.  at 
99  (quoting  15  U.S.C.  1679c(a));  imposed  liability  for  vio¬ 
lations  and  “repeated[ly]”  used  “the  terms  ‘action,’ 
‘class  action,’  and  ‘court,’”  id.  at  100  (quoting  15  U.S.C. 
1679g);  and  declared  that  “[a]ny  waiver  by  any  con¬ 
sumer  of  *  *  *  any  right  of  the  consumer  under”  CROA 
would  be  “void”  and  unenforceable,  id.  at  99  (quoting 
15  U.S.C.  1679f(a)). 

The  Court  found  those  provisions  insufficient  to  dem¬ 
onstrate  that  Congress  intended  to  preclude  enforce¬ 
ment  of  the  plaintiffs’  agi’eement  to  arbitrate  their  stat- 
utoiy  claims.  The  disclosure  provision  (Section  I679c(a)) 
ereafed  no  consumer  right  other  than  “the  right  to  receive 
tlice  p&closm’e]  statement”  itself.  CompuCredit,  565  U.S. 
•  The  liability  provision  (Section  1679g)  was  merely 
C^&^antee  of  the  legal  power  to  impose  liability,”  not 
i^guMantee  of  access  to  any  particular  forum.  Id.  at  102 
(emphasis  omitted).  And  because  neither  of  those  pro¬ 
visions  entitled  a  consumer  to  proceed  in  court,  there 
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was  no  “right  of  the  consumer”  to  which  the  non-waiver 
provision  (Section  1679f(a))  might  apply.  Id.  at  101-102 
(citation  omitted).  The  Court  concluded  that  CROA  was 
“silent  on  whether  claims  under  the  Act  can  proceed  in 
an  arbitral  forum,”  and  it  accordingly  held  that  “the  FAA 
requires  the  arbitration  agreement  to  be  enforced  accord¬ 
ing  to  its  teiTns.”  Id.  at  104. 

CompuCredit  demonstrates  the  formidable  burden  a 
party  bears  when  seeking  to  show  that  “the  FAA’s  man¬ 
date  has  been  ‘overridden  by  a  contrary  congi’essional 
cif^p|tnd.’”  565  U.S.  at  98  (quoting  McMahon,  482  U.S. 

One  feature  of  CompuCredit  and  other  deci- 
stoM'fe  especially  notable  for  present  purposes:  When 
examining  text  and  legislative  histoiy,  the  Court  has 
looked  for  evidence  that  Congi’ess  intended  to  address 
arbitration  agi'eements  in  particular.  A  statute’s  gen¬ 
eral  reference  to  litigation  rights,  even  when  combined 
with  a  provision  forbidding  the  waiver  of  statutoiy  pro¬ 
tections,  is  insufficient  to  overcome  the  FAA’s  presump¬ 
tion  of  enforceability.  See,  e.g.,  id.  at  99-102;  Rodriguez 
de  Qiiijas,  490  U.S.  at  481-482;  McMahon,  482  U.S.  at 
227-228. 

2.  The  NLRA  does  not  contain  a  .speciticM^t^fffiional 
command  precluding  enforcement  of  plaintiffs’ 
bilateral  arbitration  agreements 


the  FLSA  precludes  enforcement  of  the  agi’eements  at 
issue  here.  Although  the  FLSA  authorizes  suit  “by  any 
one  or  more  employees  for  and  in  behalf  of  himself  or 
themselves  and  other  employees  similarly  situated,” 
29  U.S.C.  216(b),  that  provision  is  no  different  from 
other  “utterly  commonplace”  provisions  that  “describe 
the  details  of  *  *  *  causes  of  action,  including  the  relief 
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available,  in  the 
565  U.S.  at  100 


i’e  formulation  of  the  cause  of 


a  court  suit,”  CompuCredit, 


action  in  this  standard  fashion”  is  not  “sufficient  to  estab¬ 
lish  [a]  ‘contrai’y  congi’essional  command’  oveniding  the 
FAA.”  Id.  at  100-101  (quoting  McMahon,  482  U.S.  at 
226);  see  NLRB  v.  Alternative  Entm’t,  Inc.,  No.  16-1385, 
2017  WL  2297620,  at  *13  (6th  Cir.  May  26,  2017)  (Sutton, 
J.,  concurring  in  part  and  dissenting  in  part)  (“Eveiy 
circuit  to  consider  the  question  has  concluded  that  an 
employee  may  waive  the  right  to  bring  a  collective  action 
under  the  [FLSA].”). 

Plaintiffs’  argument  thus  depends  on  the  premise 
that  the  NLRA  imposes  greater  restrictions  on  the  arbi¬ 
trability  of  FLSA  claims  than  does  the  FLSA  itself. 
Nothing  in  the  NLRA’s  text  supports  that  proposition. 
Unlike  many  federal  statutes,  the  NLRA  does  not  spe¬ 
cifically  bar  enforcement  of  agreements  to  arbitrate 
statutory  claims  or  declai’e  such  agi’eements  to  be  unlaw¬ 
ful.^  Plaintiffs  therefore  rely  on  general  language  in 


^  See,  e.g.,  7  U.S.C.  26(n)(2)  (“No  predispute  arbitration  agi’ee- 
ment  shall  be  valid  or  enforceable,  if  the  agi’eement  requires  ai’bi- 
tration  of  a  dispute  arising  under  this  section.”);  10  U.S.C.  987(e)(3) 
(“It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  creditor  to  extend  consumer  credit  to 
a  covered  member  or  a  dependent  of  such  a  member  with  respect  to 
w'hich  *  *  *  the  ei^edhor  requii-es  the  boirow’er  to  submit  to  arbi¬ 
tration.”);  12  U.S:,CA  §567(d)(2)  (“[N]otwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law^,  no  pre(SSpute  arbitration  agi’eement  shall  be  valid  or 
enforceable  to  the  extent  that  it  requires  arbitration  of  a  dispute 
aiising  under  this  section.”);  18  U.S.C.  1514A(e)(2)  (“No  predispute 
arbitration  agi’eement  shall  be  valid  or  enforceable,  if  the  agi’ee- 
ment  requires  arbitration  of  a  dispute  arising  under  this  section.”); 
see  also,  e.g.,  15  U.S.C.  1226(a)(2);  15  U.S.C.  1639c(e)(l);  22  U.S.C. 
290k-ll(a);  22  U.S.C.  1650a(a).  In  addition,  Congi-ess  has  delegated 
authority  to  preclude  arbitration  of  certain  statutoi*y  claims  to  agen¬ 
cies  charged  with  administering  the  relevant  statutes.  See  12  U.S.C. 
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Section  157,  which  affirms  the  “Right  of  employees  as 
to  organization,  collective  bargaining,  etc.,”  by  provid¬ 
ing  as  follows: 

Employees  shall  have  the  right  to  self-organiza¬ 
tion,  to  form,  join,  or  assist  labor  organizations,  to 
bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of  their 
own  choosing,  and  to  engage  in  other  concerted  acti- 
viti^,^  fpr,  the  purpose  of  ^Qljggjive  bargaining  or 


29  U.S.C.  157. 

None  of  the  specific  rights  enui:Q!ei;^pd  in  Section 
157  involves  the  conduct  of  litigation^  ^i^even  assum¬ 
ing  that  the  residual  phrase — “othefij^^erted  activi¬ 
ties  for  the  purpose  of  *  *  *  mutual  aid  or  protection” 
— encompasses  the  filing  and  prosecution  of  a  collective 
or  class  suit  asserting  employment-related  claims,  see 
pp.  23-24,  infra,  that  language  clearly  does  not  focus  on 
litigation  conduct.  Any  application  that  Section  157  may 
have  to  employees’  litigation  activities  is  much  less  di¬ 
rect  and  specific  than  the  statutory  language  that  was 
at  issue  in  cases  like  CompuCredit,  which  the  Court 
found  insufficient  to  override  the  FAA.  It  is  also  much 
less  direct  and  specific  than  the  FLSA  provision  that 
authorizes  employees  to  sue  “for  and  in  behalf  of  *  *  * 
themselves  and  other  employees  similarly  situated.” 
29  U.S.C.  216(b).  If  that  language  (in  the  very  statute 


5518(b)  (“The  Bureau,  by  regulation,  may  prohibit  or  impose  condi¬ 
tions  or  limitations  on  the  use  of  an  agi’eement  *  *  *  providing  for 
arbitration  of  any  future  dispute  between  the  parties.”);  15  U.S.C. 
78o(o)  (authorizing  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission  to 
“prohibit,  or  impose  conditions  or  limitations  on  the  use  of,  agi’ee- 
ments”  to  arbitrate  disputes  “arising  under  the  Federal  securities 
laws”). 


I  ^ 
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that  creates  plaintiffs’  cause  of  action)  is  insufficient  to 
bai*  enforcement  of  plaintiffs’  agi*eement  to  bilateral  arbi¬ 
tration  of  their  FLSA  claims,  it  would  be  anomalous  to 
conclude  that  the  NLRA’s  more  general  language  has 
that  effect.  See  Alternative  Entm’t,  2017  WL  2297620, 
at  *16  (Sutton,  J.,  concurring  in  part  and  dissenting  in 

Neither  plaintifp^^the  courts  of  appeals  that  ruled 
if:|K^*  favor  have  laenlKied  any  other  context  in  which 
157  could  give  employees  greater  rights  to  pur- 
-  g^s^^itss  or  collective  remedie^||^ur^ti)^n  they  would 
v^pg^der  the  laws  that  dire(^^^d]ireSS  those  issues. 
^  ^i^^ployee  who  sought  certifii^fea.  pf  gt  plaintiff  class, 
':;^5^^^mple,  could  not  invoke  i^t  'as  a  basis  for 

V  non-compliance  with  Rule  '2S^s  mainerosity  and 

commonality  requirements.  See  Fed.  R.  Civ.  P.  23(a)(1) 
and  (2).  Rather  than  expanding  the  collective-litigation 
rights  that  employees  possess.  Section  157  at  most  pro¬ 
vides  employees  additional  protection  when  they  exer¬ 
cise  the  collective-litigation  rights  that  other  laws  con¬ 
fer.  See  pp.  23-25,  infra.  And  in  determining  the  scope 
of  the  collectiffil^%ation  rights  that  ai’e  othei’wise  avail¬ 
able  to  plaints^fethese  cases,  it  is  essential  to  take  into 
account  the  FAA  as  well  as  the  FLSA.  Although  the 
FLSA  confers  a  right  to  sue,  including  in  a  collective 
action,  plaintiffs  waived  that  right  by  executing  arbitra¬ 
tion  agi’eements  that  were  valid  under  the  terms  of  the 
Because  plaintiffs  had  no  right  to  pursue  collec- 
I 'iji^/^tions  under  the  FLSA  and  FAA,  any  collective- 
right  that  Section  157  may  confer  does  not 
.jgk|^^pass  their  suits. 

NLRA  further  provides  that  an  employer  who 
“interfere[s]  with,  restrain[s],  or  coerce[s]  employees  in 
the  exercise  of  the  rights  guaranteed  in  section  157”  has 
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committed  “an  unfair  labor  practice.”  29  U.S.C.  158(a)(1). 
But  that  provision  simply  protects  the  rights  set  forth 
in  Section  157,  which  do  not  include  any  collective- 
litigation  right  beyond  tliose  confen’ed  by  other  provi¬ 
sions  of  law.  An  employei*  v/ould  not  commit  an  unfair 
labor  practice  by  opposing  certification  of  an  employee 
class  on  the  ground  that  Rule  23’s  I’equirements  were 
not  satisfied.  By  tJhe  same  token,  because  Section  157 
does  not  clearly  displace  the  rule  announced  in  the 
FAA,  under  which  an  employee’s  agreement  to  bilateral 
arbitration  of  workjiiJacc  dis^ites  is  irrevocable, 
and  enforceable,”  "9  U.S.€.  2,  a1S|feer  does  not 
“interfere  with,  resjrain,  in  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  the[ir]  rights”  hy  mv^forcing  such 

an  agi'eement,  29  dte.G.  CtMompnCredit, 

565  U.S.  at  101  (“BIiuM  OTovision  men¬ 

tioning  judicial  enfi^^el^t  noUcj^te  a  right  to 
initial  judicial  enforSfei^^it,  c^iitial  judicial 

enforcement  is  not  a  of  the  con¬ 

sumer,’  §  1679f(a).”). 

b.  The  NLRA’s  legislative  history  does  not  suggest 
that  Congress  intended  to  preclude  agi’eements  to  arbi¬ 
trate  bilaterally.  Congi’ess’s  primary  goal  in  enacting 
the  statute  was  to  “promot[e]  industrial  peace  by  the 
recognition  of  the  rights  of  employees  to  organize  and 
bargain  coll||^^y.”  S.  Rep.  No.  573,  74th  Cong., 
1st  Sess.  1  (^^|r(Senate  Report).  Congi-ess  focused 
on  “collective%^^ining”  in  the  traditional  sense  of  the 
term — i.e.,  “the  right  of  employees  to  bargain  collec¬ 
tively  through  representatives  of  their  owm  choosing,” 
id.  at  12 — and  sought  to  remove  known  obstacles  such 
as  so-called  “company  unions,”  anti-union  discrimina¬ 
tion  by  employers,  and  employer  interference  with  union 
elections.  Id.  at  9-14;  see  H.R.  Rep.  No.  1147, 74th  Cong., 
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1st  Sess.  8-9  (1935).  TQ;tl«5-e^nt  aybltrartion  was  dis¬ 
cussed  at  all,  it  was.  briefly,  in  makiiig  clear  that 
Congi’ess  had  declined  to  subject  labor  disputes  to  “any 
form  of  compulsory  arbitration.”  Senate  Report  2;  see 
id.  at  8  (“The  committee  does  not  believe  that  the  Board 
should  serve  as  an  arbitration  agency.”). 

c.  Because  the  question  is  whether  the  NLRA  con¬ 
tains  a  specific  command  from  Congress  precluding  bilat¬ 
eral  arbitration,  the  Board  cannot  supply  the  requisite 
clarity  by  gap-filling.  The  specific  rights  enumerated 
in  Section  157  involve  self-organization,  association 
with  labor  unions,  and  collective  bargaining.  Plaintiffs’ 
asserted  right  is  very  different  from  those,  both  because 
it  concerns  dispute  resolution  outside  the  workplace 
(whether  in  litigation  or  in  arbitration)  and  because, 
unlike  the  enumerated  Section  157  rights,  it  cannot 
plausibly  be  derived  from  the  NLRA  alone  but  depends 
on  the  FLSA’s  authorization  of  collective  actions.  Those 
differences  cast  doubt  on  whether  the  pursuit  of  an 
FLSA  collective  action  is  among  the  “other  concerted 
activities  for  *  *  *  mutual  aid  or  protection”  to  which 
Section  157  refers.  See  Murphy  Oil  Pet.  App.  100a- 
110a  (Miscimarra,  Member,  dissenting  in  part);  id.  at 
146a-156a  (Johnson,  Member,  dissenting);  Alter^H^^ 
Entm%  2017  WL  2297620,  at  *15-*16  (Sutton, 
cuiTing  in  part  and  dissenting  in  parUtf- 

The  Board’s  interpretation  of  aml^^^  NLRA  lan- 
is  entitled  to  judicial  deferenc^I^ever,  and  its 
of  Section  157’s  residual  phrase  may  govern 
:  Sl^i^l^xts  where  the  FAA  does  not  apply.  For  exam- 
y;  employer  may  commit  an  unfair  labor  practice 

*  ■•^a^i^’Section  158  if  it  discharges  an  employee  for  uti¬ 
lizing  collective  dispute-resolution  mechanisms  that  are 
made  available  by  other  provisions  of  law  (and  that  the 
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employee  has  not  validly  agreed  to  waive).  Cf.  Eastex, 
Inc.  V.  NLRB,  437  U.s"!  -565-566  (1978)  (“[I]t  has 


employees  from  retaliation  by  their  employers  when 
they  seek  to  improve  working  conditions  through  resort 
to  administrative  and  judicial  forums.”).*  Construing 
the  NLRA  to  bar  such  retaliation  would  not  implicate 
the  FAA,  and  it  would  be  unlikely  to  conflict  with  any 
other  federal  law. 

But  the  Board  is  not  entitled  to  deference  when  it 
determines  how  the  NLRA  should  be  harmonized  with 
other  federal  statutes — here,  the  FAA.  Cf.  Hoffman 
Plastic  Compounds,  Inc.  v.  NLRB,  535  U.S.  137, 144  (2002) 
(This  Court  has  “never  deferred  to  the  Board’s  remedial 
preferences  where  such  preferences  potentially  trench 
upon  federal  statutes  and  policies  unrelated  to  the 


*  Contrai7  to  the  Board’s  decision  in  Murphy  Oil,  see  Pet.  App. 
18a,  this  statement  from  Eastex  does  not  indicate  that  employees 
have  an  unwaivable  right  to  pursue  collective  or  class  claims.  The 
statement  relates  only  to  employees’  right  to  be  free  from  “retalia¬ 
tion,”  not  their  right  to  proceed  collectively  in  litigation  even  if  the 
employees  have  agi'eed  to  bilateral  arbitration.  The  Court  in  Eastex 
expressly  resented  “the  question  of  what  may  constitute  ‘concerted’ 
activities  in  th[e]  context”  of  litigation,  437  U.S.  at  566  n.l5,  because 
the  particular  activity  at  issue  there  was  “distributing]  a  union 
newsletter  in  nonworking  areas  of  [the  employer’s]  property  during 
nonworking  time  urging  employees  to  support  the  union,”  id.  at  558. 
The  Court  in  Eastex  likewise  did  not  address,  and  these  cases  do  not 
present,  the  question  whether  an  employee  is  protected  from  retal¬ 
iation  for  invoking  collective  dispute-resolution  mechanisms  that  he 
reasonably,  but  incon’ectly,  believes  are  legally  available  to  him.  Cf. 
Alternative  Entm’t,  2017  WL  2297620,  at  *16  (Sutton,  J.,  concurring 
in  part  and  dissenting  in  part)  (“The  employees’  pursuit  of  collective 
procedures  may  or  may  not  bear  fruit,  but  the  pursuit  will  nonethe¬ 
less  be  protected  from  retaliation.”). 
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NLRA.”).  As  explained  above,  the  question  in  these 
cases  is  not  whether  Section  157  provides  additional 
protection  for  employees  who  invoke  collective-action 
mechanisms  that  are  available  to  them  under  other  stat¬ 
utes  or  procedural  rules.  At  the  times  they  filed  suit  in 
these  cases,  plaintiffs  had  no  FLSA  rights  to  pursue  col¬ 
lective  actions  because  they  had  waived  those  rights 
through  contracts  that  were  “valid,  irrevocable,  and 
enforceable”  under  the  terms  of  the  FAA.  9  U.S.C.  2. 
The  question  in  these  cases  is  whether  Section  157’s 


ence. 


B.  Enforcing  The  Parties’  Arbitration  Agreements  In  These 
Cases,  In  Accordance  With  The  FAA,  Would  Not  Deprive 
Plaintiffs  Of  Any  Substantive  Right  Conferred  By 
Another  Federal  Statute 

In  holding  that  pre-dispute  agreements  to  arbitrate 
federal  statutory  claims  are  enforceable,  this  Court  has 
explained  that,  “[b]y  agreeing  to  arbitrate  a  statutory 
claim,  a  party  does  not  forgo  the  substantive  rights 
afforded  by  the  statute;  it  only  submits  to  their  resolu¬ 
tion  in  an  arbitral,  rather  than  a  judicial,  forum.” 
Mitsubishi  Motors,  473  U.S.  at  628.  The  Court  has  con¬ 
trasted  that  type  of  enforceable  contract  term  with  a 
hypothetical  “provision  in  an  arbitration  agreement  for¬ 
bidding  the  assertion  of  certain  statutory  rights.”  Italian 
Colors,  133  S.  Ct.  at  2310.  In  holding  that  the  NLRA 
bars  enforcement  of  the  arbitration  agi'eements  at  issue 
here,  the  Seventh  and  Ninth  Circuits  viewed  those 
agi’eements  as  restricting  “substantive”  rather  than 
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“procedural”  rights.  See  Epic  Pet.  App.  17a;  E&YPet. 
App.  14a.  That  analysis  is  misconceived. 

1.  Enforcement  of  the  arbitration  agi’eements  at  issue 
here  would  not  deprive  plaintiffs  of  any  substantive 
right  under  the  FLSA.  Most  obviously,  the  agreements 
do  not  purport  to  authorize  the  defendant-employers  to 
engage  in  conduct  inconsistent  with  the  FLSA’sj^ij^^ 
and-hour  provisions.  See  29  U.S.C.  206  (mi|^|^ 
wages);  29  U.S.C.  207  (maximum  hours).  Nor  do  the 
agreements  prevent  any  employee  who  has  suffered  a 
statutoiy  violation  from  obtaining  (through  arbitration) 
the  full  measure  of  relief  that  a  court  could  award. 

The  Court’s  decisions  also  make  clear  that,  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  determining  the  enforceability  of  the  arbitra¬ 
tion  agi’eements  at  issue  here,  the  right  to  pursue  a  col¬ 
lective  action  under  29  U.S.C.  216(b)  is  a  procedural 
rather  than  a  substantive  FLSA  right.  A  “class-action 
waiver  merely  limits  arbitration  to  the  two  contracting 
parties.  It  no  more  eliminates  those  pai’ties’  right  to 
pursue  their  statutory  remedy  thal^j^^^  federal  law 
before  its  adoption  of  the  class  actioi||^|egal  relief  in 
1938.”  Italian  Colors,  133  S.  Ct.  at  2311.  agi’eement 
not  to  proceed  collectively  also  does  not  undermine  sub¬ 
stantive  FLSA  rights,  because  collective  dispute  reso¬ 
lution  “leaves  the  parties’  legal  rights  and  duties  intact 
and  the  rales  of  decision  unchanged.”  Shady  Grove 
Orthopedic  Assocs.,  P.A.  v.  Allstate  Ins.  Co.,  559  U.S. 
393,  408  (2010)  (opinion  of  Scalia,  J.). 

2.  Enforcement  of  the  parties’  arbitration  agi’ee¬ 
ments  likewise  would  not  deprive  plaintiffs  of  any  sub¬ 
stantive  right  under  the  NLRA.  To  be  sure,  the  rights 
enumerated  in  Section  157 — i.e.,  the  rights  “to  self¬ 
organization,  to  form,  join,  or  assist  labor  organizations, 
[and]  to  bargain  collectively  through  representatives  of 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000423 


27 


their  own  choosing” — are  core  substantive  rights  con¬ 
ferred  by  the  NLRA  itself.  Plaintiffs  in  these  cases  do 
not  contend,  however,  and  the  courts  below  did  not  sug¬ 
gest,  that  the  arbitration  agi’eements  at  issue  here 
impair  plaintiffs’  ability  to  self-organize,  to  fonn  or  asso¬ 
ciate  with  labor  organizations,  or  to  engage  in  collective 
bargaining.  i," 

Section  157’s  residual  phras^  copies^;  Qn  employees 
additi(^^^?hts  “to  engage  iA;  activi¬ 

ties  fo^^^purpose  of  collectjiV]^  ^stMiiiing  or  other 
mutuafa^^’  protection.”  29  U.S.’C.  157.  Although  that 
residual  language  could  be  read  to  encompass  only  sub¬ 
stantive  workplace-related  rights  closely  akin  to  self¬ 
organization  or  collective  bargaining,  the  Board  has 
construed  it  more  broadly  to  cover  litigation  conduct. 
Assuming  that  is  a  permissible  interpretation,  it  does 
not  follow  that  the  right  to  prosecute  a  collective  action 
is  a  substantive  NLRA  right,  simply  because  the  enu¬ 
merated  rights  are  substantive  in  nature.  Rather,  if  the 
Board’s  reading  is  permissible,  it  is  because  the 
residual  phrase  can  reasonably  be  construed  to  cover 
procedural  matters  as  well  as  substantive  ones.  There 
is  no  evident  reason  to  treat  the  right  to  pursue  collec¬ 
tive  FLSA  litigation  as  “procedural”  under  the  FLSA 
and  yet  “substantive”  under  the  NLRA. 

3.  In  reaching  the  contrary  conclusion,  the  Board 
incorrectly  relied  on  National  Licorice  Co.  v.  NLRB, 
309  U.S.  350  (1940),  and  J.I.  Case  Co.  v.  NLRB,  321  U.S. 
332  (1944).  See  Murphy  Oil  Pet.  App.  33a,  44a-45a,  67a. 

In  National  Licorice,  an  employer  whose  employees 
had  recently  taken  action  in  favor  of  a  union  responded 
by  requiring  all  employees  to  sign  contracts  “relin- 
quish[ing]  the  right  to  strike,  [and]  the  right  to  demand 
a  closed  shop  or  signed  agi*eement  with  any  union.” 


.  I  ^  ^  .  n. 

p\7ERSiGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000424 


28 


309  U.S.  at  355.  This  Court  concluded  that  the  contracts 
“by  their  terms  *  *  *  imposed  illegal  restraints  upon 
the  employees’  rights  to  organize  and  bargain  collec¬ 
tively  guaranteed  by”  the  NLRA.  Id.  at  360. 

In  /./.  Case,  after  an  employee  union  was  certified, 
the  employer  refused  to  bargain  with  the  union,  relying 
on  individual  contracts  it  had  signed  with  its  employees. 
321  U.S.  at  333-334.  The  Comt  held  that  the  “[ijndividual 
contracts  *  *  *  may  not  be  availed  of  to  defeat  or  delay 
the  procedures  prescribed  by  the  National  Labor  Rela¬ 
tions  Act  looking  to  collective  bargaining,  nor  to  exclude 
the  contracting  employee  from  a  duly  ascertained  bar¬ 
gaining  unit;  nor  may  they  be  used  to  forestall  bargain¬ 
ing  or  to  limit  or  condition  the  terms  of  the  collective 
agi'eement.”  Id.  at  337.  The  Court  accordingly  ordered 
the  employer  to  stop  using  the  individual  contracts  as  a 
ground  for  declining  to  bargain  collectively.  Id.  at  340- 


342. 


National  Licorice  and  J.I.  Case  did  not  establish  any 
general  rule  that  “employers  may  not  condition  employ¬ 
ment  on  the  waiver  of  employees’  right  to  take  collective 
action  by  seeking  class  certification  or  the  equivalent.” 
Murphy  Oil  Pet.  App.  33a.  Rather,  both  decisions  were 
highly  dependent  factual  feature  that  is  absent 


bargaining  agency  of  [the]  employees.”  National  Lico¬ 
rice,  309  U.S.  at  360  (internal  quotation  marks  omitted); 
see  J.I.  Case,  321  U.S.  at  337  (The  employer  “used  [the 
agi’eements]  to  forestall  bargaining  or  to  limit  or  condi¬ 
tion  the  terms  of  the  collective  agreement.”);  see  also 
Murphy  Oil  Pet.  App.  175a-178a  (Johnson,  Member, 
dissenting). 
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that  “[t]he  effect 


To  be  sure,  the 


'^^^ational  Licorice  did  say 


union]  clause  [in  the 


employer-created  contracts]  was  to  discourage,  if  not 
forbid,  any  presentation  of  the  discharged  employee’s 


sonally.”  309  U.S.  at  360.  But  as  the  sentence  preceding 
that  one  makes  clear,  the  Court’s  concern  was  that  such 
an  agi’eement  would  “forestall[]  collective  bargaining 
with  respect  to  discharged  employees.”  Ibid.  The  pre¬ 
sent  cases  do  not  implicate  that  concern.  And  the  Court 
in  National  Liconce  and  J.L  Case  did  not  confront  a 
situation  where  another  federal  statute  (like  the  FAA  in 
the  present  cases)  specifically  condoned  the  employers’ 
conduct. 

C.  The  FAA’s  Saving  Clause  Provides  No  Sound  Basis 
For  Declining  To  Enforce  The  Parties’  Arbitration 
Agreements 

The  Seventh  and  Ninth  Circuits  relied  in  part  on  the 
FAA’s  saving  clause,  9  U.S.C.  2,  which  provides  that 
written  arbitration  agreements  are  valid  and  enforcea¬ 
ble  “save  upon  such  grounds  as  exist  at  law  or  in  equity 
for  the  revocation  of  any  contract.”  Those  courts  viewed 
“illegality”  as  one  of  the  generally  applicable  grounds 
for  contract  revocation  referenced  in  the  saving  clause. 
Epic  Pet.  App.  15a;  E&YFei.  App.  14a.  They  construed 
the  NLRA  to  “prohibit  employers  from  making  agi’ee- 
ments  with  individual  employees  barring  access  to  class 
or  collective  remedies,”  Epic  Pet.  App.  7a;  see  E&Y  Pet. 
App.  9a-lla,  and  concluded  that  such  agi’eements  are 
“illegal,  and  meet[]  the  criteria  of  the  FAA’s  saving 
clause  for  nonenforcement.”  Epic  Pet.  App.  15a;  see 
E&Y  Pet.  App.  14a,  16a-18a;  see  also  Murphy  Oil  Pet. 
App.  44a.  That  analysis  is  incoiTect. 
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1.  The  congressional  policy  judgment  that  the  FAA 
reflects  is  not  simply  a  preference  for  an  arbitral  rather 
than  judicial  forum.  The  FAA  mandates  enforcement  of 
a  “wintten  provision  in  *  *  *  a  contract  *  *  *  to  settle 
by  arbitration  a  controversy  thereafter  arising  out  of 
such  contract.”  9  U.S.C.  2.  In  addition  to  memorializing 
the  parties’  agreement  to  arbitrate,  the  “wi’itten  provi¬ 
sion”  that  the  FAA  declares  to  be  enforceable  can  and 
typically  does  describe  the  procedures  by  which  the 
arbitration  will  be  conducted.  Indeed,  a  principal  virtue 
iig£!;!^^^acted-for  arbitration  is  that  it  allows  contracting 
to  choose  procedures  tailored  to  their  otvti  cir- 
See,  e.g.,  AT&T  Mobility  LLC  v.  Concep¬ 
cion,  563  U.S.  333,  344-345  (2011). 

The  FAA  thus  reflects  Congi*ess’s  belief  in  “the  con¬ 
sensual  nature  of  private  dispute  resolution,”  including 
the  freedom  of  contracting  parties  “to  structure  their 
arbitration  agreements  as  they  see  fit.”  Stolt-Nielsen, 
559  U.S.  at  683  (citation  omitted).  That  freedom  encom¬ 
passes  the  right  to  “agi’ee  on  rules  under  which  any 
arbitration  wll  proceed,”  including  a  right  of  contract¬ 
ing  parties  to  “specify  with  whom  they  choose  to  arbi¬ 
trate  their  disputes.”  Ibid.;  see  Italian  Colors,  133  S.  Ct. 
at  2309.  Forcing  parties  to  arbitrate  collectively  or  on 
a  classwide  basis,  when  they  have  not  “agreed  to  do  so,” 
is  just  as  inconsistent  with  the  FAA  as  requiring  them 
to  litigate  when  they  have  agreed  to  arbitrate.  Stolt- 
Nielsen,  559  U.S.  at  684;  cf.  Litton  Fin.  Printing  Div. 
V.  NLRB,  501  U.S.  190,  200-201  (1991)  (noting  “the 
strong  statutory  principle,  found  in  both  the  language 
of  the  NLRA  and  its  drafting  history,  of  consensual 


rathe?,  than  compulsory  arbitration”). 

^llpf’he  saving  clause  permits  courts  to  “invalidate  an 
'•■^^^^tion  agreement  based  on  ‘generally  applicable 


.  I  ^  ^  .  n. 

p\7ERSiGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000427 


contraet  like  fraud  or  unconscionability,  but 

not  on  feg^-TS^fe  that  ‘apply  only  to  arbitration  or  that 
derive  their  meaning  from  the  fact  that  an  agreement  to 
arbitrate  is  at  issue.’”  Kindred  Nursing  Ctrs.  Ltd.  P’ship 
V.  C/ar||'i||4  16-32  (May  15,  2017),  slip  op.  4  (quoting 
Conce^i0  563  U.S.  at  339).  The  types  of  generally 
applicable  rales  of  contract  enforceability  that  the  saving 
clause  covers  ai’e  at  least  predominantly,  if  not  exclu¬ 
sively,  the  province  of  state  law.^  This  Court  has  never 
applied  the  saving  clause  to  a  case  in  which  another /ed- 
eral  statute  was  alleged  to  render  the  parties’  arbitration 
agi-eement  unenforceable. 

To  be  sure,  the  saving  clause  is  not  explicitly  limited  to 
state-law  gi'ounds  for  contract  revocation,  and  in  theoiy 
it  would  cover  a  (hypothetical)  federal  law  that  barred 
enforcement  of  contracts  on  a  generally  applicable 
ground  like  fraud.  But  the  Seventh  and  Ninth  Circuits’ 
interpretation  of  the  NLRA  is  not  that  type  of  arbitration- 
neutral  rule.  Those  courts  viewed  their  rule  as  being 


■'  State-law  defenses  were  thus  at  is.sue  in  eveiy  case  in  which  this 
Court  has  applied  the  saving  clause — or,  more  commonly,  declined 
to  do  so  because  the  defense  was  found  to  discriminate  against  arbi¬ 
tration.  See,  e.g.,  Kindred  Nursing  Ctrs.,  slip  op.  4-7  (invalidating 
defense  under  Kentucky  law  that  discriminated  against  ai’bitration); 
Preston  v.  Feirer,  552  U.S.  346, 3.54-3.56  (2008)  (California  law);  Doc¬ 
tor’s  A.S.SOC.S.,  Inc.  V.  Ca.sarotto,  517  U.S.  681,  688  (1996)  (Montana 
law);  Allied-Bruce  Terminix  Cos.  v.  Dobson,  513  U.S.  265, 269, 281- 
282  (1995)  (Alabama  law);  Southland  Corp.  v.  Keating,  465  U.S.  1, 
10, 16  &  n.ll  (1984)  (Califomia  law).  And  in  considering  and  reject¬ 
ing  various  claims  that  other  federal  statutes  precluded  enforce¬ 
ment  of  arbitration  agi'eements,  the  Court  has  never  treated  the 
FAA’s  saving  clause  as  relevant  to  its  inquiry.  See,  e.g.,  Compfu- 
Credit,  565  U.S.  at  99-104;  Randolph,  531  U.S.  at  89-92;  Gilmer, 
500  U.S.  at  26-33;  Rodriguez  de  Quijas,  490  U.S.  at  479-484; 
McMahon,  482  U.S.  at  227-242;  Mitsubishi  Motors,  473  U.S.  at  628- 
629;  see  also  pp.  16-17,  supra. 
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arbitration-neutral  because  it  focuses  on  the  agi’ee- 
ments’  requirement  of  bilateral  arbitration,  rather  than 
on  the  obligation  to  arbitrate  as  such.  The  Ninth  Circuit 
stated  that  “[i]t  would  equally  violate  the  NLRA  for 
[an  employer]  to  require  its  employees  to  sign  a  con¬ 
tract  requiring  the  resolution  of  all  work-related  dis¬ 
putes  in  court  and  in  ‘separate  proceedings.’”  E&YFet. 
App.  13a.  The  Seventh  Circuit  likewise  described  the 
purported  flaw  in  the  challenged  agi’eement  as  its 
requirement  of  bilateral  dispute-resolution  procedures: 
“If  Epic’s  provision  had  permitted  collective  arbitra¬ 
tion,  it  would  not  have  run  afoul  of  Section  [157].”  Epic 
Pet.  App.  17a. 

This  Court’s  decisions  make  clear,  however,  that  the 
FAA’s  saving  clause  does  not  encompass  eveiy  rule  of 
contract  enforceability  that  is  capable  of  application  to 
contracts  other  than  arbitration  agreements.  See,  e.g., 
Kindred  Nursing  Ctrs.,  slip  op.  5-6;  Concepcion,  563  U.S. 
at  341-342.  The  Court  in  Concepcion  applied  that  prin¬ 
ciple  in  the  specific  context  of  a  state-law  rule  against 
enforcement  of  class-action  waivers  contained  in  certain 
consumer  contracts.  See  563  U.S.  at  |^^;|^scribing  rel¬ 
evant  state-law  rale).  The  Court  des||^^  the  ways  in 
which  use  of  class  procedures  can  be  expected  to  sub¬ 
vert  the  advantages  that  ordinarily  attend  arbitration. 
See  id.  at  348-351.  The  Court  explained  that  the  FAA’s 
saving  clause  should  not  be  construed  “to  preserve 
.1  rules  that  stand  as  an  obstacle  to  the  accom- 

‘jVJiP^i^ent  of  the  FAA’s  objectives”  because  “the  act 
be  held  to  destroy  itself.”  Id.  at  343  (citations 
,i.  '  *  It  concluded  that  the  FAA  preempted  the 

>H^*.  slat^law  rule  barring  enforcement  of  class-action  waiv¬ 
ers  because  “[r]equiring  the  availability  of  classwide 
arbitration  interferes  with  fundamental  attributes  of 
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arbitration  and  thus  creates  a  scheme  inconsistent  with 
the  FAA.”  Id.  at  344. 

Principles  of  conflict  preemption  do  not  directly  gov¬ 
ern  the  interpretive  question  that  is  currently  before 
the  Court,  which  involves  the  proper  harmonization  of 
two  federal  statutes.  But  Concepcion  underscores  that 
the  rule  adopted  by  the  Seventh  and  Ninth  Circuits  sub¬ 
stantially  disseiwes  the  FAA’s  purposes,  even  though 
that  rule  would  not  preclude  enforcement  of  all  agi’ee- 
ments  to  arbitrate  employee  claims,  and  even  though 
it  would  also  preclude  enforcement  of  hypothetical 
employee-employer  contracts  that  mandated  individual 
suits  in  court.  As  the  dissenting  judge  in  Ernst  &  Young 
explained,  the  rule  those  circuits  found  to  be  implicit  in 
the  NLRA  “would  disproportionately  and  negatively 
impact  arbitration  agreements  by  requiring  procedures 
that  ‘interfere  with  fundamental  attributes  of  arbitra¬ 
tion.’”  E&YYet  App.  40a  (Ikuta,  J.,  dissenting)  (brack¬ 
ets  omitted)  (quoting  Concepcion,  563  U.S.  at  344).  Just 
as  the  saving  clause  was  held  not  to  encompass  the 
state-law  rule  at  issue  in  Concepcion,  it  does  not  encom¬ 
pass  the  analogous  federal-law  rule  that  the  Seventh 
and  Ninth  Circuits  derived  from  the  NLRA.  See  ibid. 
Congress  remains  free  to  adopt  such  a  rule,  of  course, 
but  it  must  clearly  and  specifically  express  its  intent  to 
override  the  FAA’s  general  federal  policy — ^which  Con¬ 
gress  did  not  do  in  the  NLRA. 
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CONCLUSTOjf 

The  judgments  of  the  courts' of  appeals  in  Nos. 
16-285  and  16-300  should  be  reversed,  and  the  judgment 
of  the  court  of  appeals  in  No.  16-307  should  be  affirmed. 

Respectfully  submitted. 


June  2017 


Jeffrey  B.  Wall 
Acting  Solicitor  General 
Malcolm  L.  Stewart 
Deputy  Solicitor  General 


Allon  Kedem 

:  to  the  Solicitor 
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APPENDIX 


1.  9  U.S.C.  2  provides: 

Validity,  irrevocability,  and  enforcement  of 
to  arbitrate 

A  written  provision  in  any  maritime  transa^fii^P^ 
contract  evidencing  a  transaction  involving 
to  settle  by  ai’bitration  a  controversy  thereafter  arising 
out  of  such  contract  or  transaction,  or  the  refusal  to 
perform  the  whole  or  any  pai*t  thereof,  or  an  agi*ee- 
ment  in  wanting  to  submit  to  arbitration  an  existing 
controversy  ainsing  out  of  such  a  contract,  transaction, 
or  refusal,  shall  be  valid,  irrevocable,  and  enforceable, 
save  upon  such  gi’ounds  as  exist  at  law  or  in  equity  for 
the  revocation  of  any  contract. 


2.  29  U.S.C.  157  provides: 

Right  of  employees  as  to  organization,  collective 
bargaining,  etc. 

Employees  shall  have  the  right  to  self-organization, 
to  form,  join,  or  assist  labor  organizations,  to  bargain 
collectively  through  representatives  of  them  own  choos¬ 
ing,  and  to  engage  in  other  concerted  activities  for  the 
purpose  of  collective  bargaining  or  other  mutual  aid  or 
protection,  and  shall  also  have  the  right  to  refrain  from 
any  or  all  of  such  activities  except  to  the  extent  that 
such  right  may  be  affected  by  an  agreement  requiring 
membership  in  a  labor  organization  as  a  condition  of 
employment  as  authorized  in  section  158(a)(3)  of  this 
title. 


(la) 
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3.  29  U.S.C.  158  provides: 

Unfair  labor  practices 

(a)  Unfair  labor  practices  by  employer 

It  shall  be  an  unfair  labor  practice  for  an  employer — 

(l|.>:  #^nterfere  with,  restrain,  or  coerce  employ¬ 
ees  exercise  of  the  rights  guaranteed  in  sec¬ 

tion  fW'Bf  this  title;  ■?  ; 

(2)  to  dominate  o%:|^|^pere  with  the  formation 
or  administration  of  any  labor  organization  or  con¬ 
tribute  financial  or  other  support  to  it:  Provided, 
That  subject  to  rules  and  regulations  made  and  pub¬ 
lished  by  the  Board  pursuant  to  section  156  of  this 
title,  an  employer  shall  not  be  prohibited  from  per¬ 
mitting  employees  to  confer  with  him  during  work¬ 
ing  hours  without  loss  of  time  or  pay; 

(3)  by  discrimination  in  regal'd  to  hire  or  tenure 
of  employment  or  any  term  or  condition  of  employ¬ 
ment  to  encourage  or  discourage  membership  in  any 
labor  organization:  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this 
subchapter,  or  in  any  other  statute  of  the  United 
States,  shall  preclude  an  employer  from  making  an 
agreement  with  a  labor  organization  (not  estab¬ 
lished,  maintained,  or  assisted  by  any  action  defined 
in  this  subsection  as  an  unfair  labor  practice)  to 
require  as  a  condition  of  employment  membership 
therein  on  or  after  the  thirtieth  day  following  the 
beginning  of  such  employment  or  the  effective  date 
of  such  agi’eement,  whichever  is  the  later,  (i)  if  such 
labor  organization  is  the  representative  of  the  employ¬ 
ees  as  prd^^l^^ition  159(a)  of  this  title,  in  the 
appropriat^^^^^^argaining  unit  covered  by  such 
agreemenU#nii  mtae,  and  (ii)  unless  following  an 
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election  held  as  provided  in  section  159(e)  of  this  title 
within  one  preceding  the  effective  date  of  such 
agreement  Board  shall  have  certified  that  at 
least  a  of  the  employees  eligible  to  vote  in 

such  election  have  voted  to  rescind  the  authority  of 
such  labor  organization  to  make  such  an  agreement: 
Provided  further,  That  no  employer  shall  justify  any 
discrimination  against  an  employee  for  nonmember¬ 
ship  in  a  labor  organization  (A)  if  he  has  reasonable 
grounds  for  believing  that  such  membership  was  not 
available  to  the  employee  on  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  generally  applicable  to  other  members,  or 
(B)  if  he  has  reasonable  grounds  for  believing  that 
membership  was  denied  or  terminated  for  reasons 
other  than  the  failure  of  the  employee  to  tender 
the  periodic  dues  and  the  initiation  fees  uniformly 
required  as  a  condition  of  acquiring  or  retaining 
membership; 

(4)  to  discharge  or  o^eTOlsc  4i4@riminate  against 
an  employee  because  he  ha^rfflcd  charges  or  given 
testimony  under  this- subchapter; 

(5)  to  refuse  co^ctiYBly-with  the  rep- 

reseptatly'qs  bf'ihfe  empli^ees,  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  ef  this  title* 

(b)  Uii&hf'  organization 

It  sh;^}'.b^;dii‘Wimr  labos  practice  for  a  labor  organ¬ 
ization  or  its  agents — 

(1)  to  restrain  or  coerce  (A)  employees  in  the 
exercise  of  the  rights  guaranteed  in  section  157  of 
this  title:  Provide.^  '3rha,t  this  paragi'aph  shall  not 
impair  the  right  ^  Organization  to  prescribe 

its  own  rules  withtii^^j^igl,  tb  the  acquisition  or  re  ten- 
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tion  of  membership  therein;  or  (B)  an  employer  in 
the  selection  of  his  representatives  for  the  purposes 
of  collective  bargaining  or  the  adjustment  of  griev¬ 
ances; 

(2)  to  cause  or  attempt  to  cause  an  employer  to 
discriminate  against  an  employee  in  viol^i^.^|.jg5js^ 
section  (a)(3)  or  to  discriminate  against 


other  than  his  failure  to  tender  the  periQ^e.;i^ii?^S 
the  initiation  fees  uniformly  required  as  a  condition 
of  acquiring  or  retaining  membership; 

(3)  to  refuse  to  bargain  collectively  with  an 
employer,  provided  it  is  the  representa^ye.  of  his 
employees  subject  to  the  provisions  


of  this  title;  " 

(4)(i)  to  engage  in,  or  to  induce  or  encourage  any 
individual  employed  by  any  person  engaged  in  com¬ 
merce  or  in  an  industry  affecting  commerce  to  engage 
in,  a  strike  or  a  refusal  in  the  course  of  his  employ¬ 
ment  to  use,  manufacture,  process,  transport,  or 
othei’wise  handle  or  work  on  any  goods,  articles, 
materials,  or  commodities  or  to  perform  any  ser¬ 
vices;  or  (ii)  to  threaten,  coerce,  or  restrain  any  per¬ 
son  engaged  in  commerce  or  in  an  industry  affecting 
commerce,  where  in  either  case  an  object  thereof 
is — 

(A)  forcing  or  requiring  any  employer  or 
self-employed  person  to  join  any  labor  or  employer 
organization  or  to  enter  into  any  agi’eement  which 
is  prohibited  by  subsection  (e)  of  this  section; 
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(B)  forcing  or  requiring  any  person  to  cease 
using,  selling,  handling,  transporting,  or  othei*wise 
dealing  in  the  products  of  any  other  producer,  pro¬ 
cessor,  or  manufacturer,  or  to  cease  doing  busi¬ 
ness  with  any  other  person,  or  forcing  or  requir¬ 
ing  any  other  employer  to  recognize  or  bai’gain 
with  a  labor  organization  as  the  representative  of 
his  employees  unless  such  labor  organization  has 
been  certified  as  the  representative  of  such  employ¬ 
ees  under  the  provisions  of  section  159  of  this  title: 
Provided,  That  nothing  contained  in  this  clause 
(B)  shall  be  construed  to  make  unlawful,  where 
not  othei*wise  unlawful,  any  primary  strike  or 
primary  picketing; 

(C)  forcing  or  requiring  any  employer  to  rec¬ 
ognize  or  bargain  with  a  particular  labor  organi¬ 
zation  as  the  representative  of  his  employees  if 
another  labor  organization  has  been  certified  as 
the  representative  of  such  employees  under  the 
provisions  of  section  159  of  this  title; 

(D)  forcing  or  requiring  any  employer  to  assign 
particular  work  to  employees  in  a  particular  labor 
organization  or  in  a  pai'ticular  trade,  craft,  or  class 
rather  than  to  employees  in  another  labor  organi¬ 
zation  or  in  another  trade,  craft,  or  class,  unless 
such  employer  is  failing  to  conform  to  an  order  or 
certification  of  the  Board  determining  the  bar¬ 
gaining  representative  for  employees  performing 
such  work: 

Provided,  That  nothing  contained  in  this  subsection 
shall  be  construed  to  make  unlawful  a  refusal  by  any 
person  to  enter  upon  the  premises  of  any  employer 
(other  than  his  own  employer),  if  the  employees  of 
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such  employer  are  engaged  in  a  strike  ratified  or 
approved  by  a  representative  of  such  employees 
whom  such  employer  is  required  to  recognize  under 
this  subchapter:  Provided  further,  That  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  paragraph  (4)  only,  nothing  contained  in 
such  paragraph  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  pub¬ 
licity,  other  than  picketing,  for  the  purpose  of  truth¬ 
fully  advising  the  public,  including  consumers  and 
members  of  a  labor  organization,  that  a  product  or 
products  are  produced  by  an  employer  with  whom 
the  labor  organization  has  a  primary  dispute  and  are 
distributed  by  another  employer,  as  long  as  such 
publicity  does  not  have  an  effect  of  inducing  any  indi¬ 
vidual  employed  by  any  person  other  than  the  pri¬ 
mary  employer  in  the  course  of  his  employment  to 
refuse  to  pick  up,  deliver,  or  transport  any  goods,  or 
not  to  perform  any  seiwices,.,^!  the  establishment  of 
the  employer  engaged  in  suc^^^nbution; 

(5)  to  require  of  employees  cbvered  by  an  agree¬ 
ment  authorized  under  subsection  (a)(3)  of  this  section 
the  pa>Tnent,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  becoming  a 
member  of  such  organization,  of  a  fee  in  an  amount 
which  the  Board  finds  excessive  or  discriminatoi*y 
under  all  the  circumstances.  In  making  such  a  find¬ 
ing,  the  Board  shall  consider,  among  other  relevant 
factors,  the  practices  and  customs  of  labor  organiza¬ 
tions  in  the  particular  industry,  and  the  wages  cur¬ 
rently  paid  to  the  employees  affected; 

(6)  to  cause  or  attempt  to  cause  an  employer  to 
pay  or  deliver  or  agree  to  pay  or  deliver  any  money 
or  other  thing  of  value,  in  the  nature  of  an  exaction, 
for  seiwices  which  are  not  performed  or  not  to  be 
performed;  and 
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(7)  to  picket  or  cause  to  be  picketed,  or  threaten 
to  picket  or  cause  to  be  picketed,  any  employer 
where  an  object  thereof  is  forcing  or  requiring  an 
employer  to  recognize  or  bargain  with  a  labor  organ¬ 
ization  as  the  representative  of  his  employees,  or 
forcing  or  requiring  the  employees  of  an  employer  to 
accept  or  select  such  labor  organization  as  their  col¬ 
lective  bargaining  representative,  unless  such  labor 
organization  is  currently  certified  as  the  representa¬ 
tive  of  such  employees: 


(A)  where  the  employer  has  lawfully 
nized  in  accordance  with  this  subchapter  an;f 
labor  organization  and  a  question  concerning  rep¬ 
resentation  may  not  appropriately  be  raised  under 
section  159(c)  of  this  title, 

(B)  where  within  the  ^^iiing  twelve  months 
a  valid  election  under  section  159(c)  of  this  title 
has  been  conducted,  or 


(C)  where  such  picketing  has  been  conducted 
without  a  petition  under  section  159(c)  of  this  title 
being  filed  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  not 
to  exceed  thirty  days  from  the  commencement  of 
such  picketing:  Provided,  That  when  such  a  peti¬ 
tion  has  been  filed  the  Board  shall  forthwith,  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  provisions  of  section  159(c)(1)  of 
|Ms  title  or  the  absence  of  a  showing  of  a  substan¬ 
tial  interest  on  the  part  of  the  labor  organization, 
direct  an  election  in  such  unit  as  the  Board  finds 
to  be  appropriate  and  shall  certify  the  results 
thereof:  Provided  further,  That  nothing  in  this 
subparagraph  (C)  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit 
any  picketing  or  other  publicity  for  the  purpose  of 
truthfully  advising  the  public  (including  consum- 
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ers)  that  an  employer  does  not  employ  members 
of,  or  have  a  contract  with,  a  labor  organization, 
unless  an  effect  of  such  picketing  is  to  induce  any 
individual  employed  by  any  other  person  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  not  to  pick  up,  deliver 
or  transport  any  goods  or  not  to  perform  any  ser¬ 
vices. 

Nothing  in  this  paragi’aph  (7)  shall  be  construed 
to  permit  any  act  which  would  othei'wise  be  an  unfair 
labor  practice  under  this  subsection. 

(c)  Expression  of  views  without  threat  of  reprisal  or 
force  or  promise  of  benefit 

The  expressing  of  any  views,  argument,  or  opinion,  or 
the  dissemination  thereof,  whether  in  written,  printed, 
graphic,  or  visual  form,  shall  not  constitute  or  be  evi¬ 
dence  of  an  unfair  labor  practice  under  any  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subchapter,  if  such  expression  contains 
no  threat  of  reprisal  or  force  or  promise  of  benefit. 

(d)  Obligation  to  bargain  collectively 

For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  to  bargain  collec¬ 
tively  is  the  performance  of  the  mutual  obligation  of 
the  employer  and  the  representative  of  the  employees 
to  meet  at  reasonable  times  and  confer  in  good  faith 
with  respect  to  wages,  hours,  and  other  terms  and 
conditions  of  employment,  or  the  negotiation  of  an 
agi'eement,  or  any  question  arising  thereunder,  and  the 
execution  of  a  wi’itten  contract  incorporating  any 
agreement  reached  if  requested  by  either  party,  but 
such  obligation  does  not  compel  either  party  to  agi'ee  to 
a  proposal  or  require  the  making  of  a  concession: 
Provided,  That  where  there  is  in  effect  a  collective¬ 
bargaining  contract  covering  employees  in  an  industry 
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affecting  commerce,  the  duty  to  bargain  colld^f^ 
shall  also  mean  that  no  party  to  such  contradl-iiMl 
terminate  or  modify  such  contract,  unless  the  party 
desiring  such  termination  or  modification — 

(1)  sei*ves  a  wi’itten  notice  upon  the  other  pai’ty 
to  the  contract  of  the  proposed  termination  or  modi¬ 
fication  sixty  days  prior  to  the  expiration  date  there¬ 
of,  or  in  the  event  such  contract  contains  no  expira¬ 
tion  date,  sixty  days  prior  to  the  time  it  is  proposed 
to  make  such  termination  or  modification; 

(2)  offers  to  meet  and  confer  with  the  other  paity 
for  the  purpose  of  negotiating  a  new  contract  or  a 
contract  containing  the  proposed  modifications; 

(3)  notifies  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Concilia¬ 
tion  Seiwice  within  thirty  days  after  such  notice  of 
the  existence  of  a  dispute,  and  simultaneously 
therewith  notifies  any  State  or  Territorial  agency 
established  to  mediate  and  conciliate  disputes  within 
the  State  or  Territory  where  the  dispute  occurred, 
provided  no  agi'eement  has  been  reached  by  that 
time;  and 

(4)  continues  in  full  force  and  effect,  without 
resorting  to  strike  or  lock-out,  all  the  terms  and 
condition&i^|.^e  existing  contract  for  a  period  of 
sixty  days;^^|such  notice  is  given  or  until  the  expi¬ 
ration  dat^^Sch  contract,  whichever  occurs  later: 

The  duties  imposed  upon  employers,  employees,  and 
labor  organizations  by  paragraphs  (2)  to  (4)  of  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  become  inapplicable  upon  an  intervening 
Q^4^sation  of  the  Board,  under  which  the  labor  organ- 
i^^W  individual,  which  is  a  party  to  the  contract, 
l®^^n  superseded  as  or  ceased  to  be  the  representa- 
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tive  of  the  employees  subject  to  the  provisions  lo¬ 
tion  159(a)  of  this  title,  and  the  duties  so  impose#ihtdl 
not  be  construed  as  requiring  either  party  to  discuss  or 
agree  to  any  modification  of  the  terms  and  conditions 
contained  in  a  contract  for  a  fixed  period,  if  such  modi¬ 
fication  is  to  become  effective  before  such  terms  and 
conditions  can  be  reopened  under  the  provisions  of  the 
contract.  Any  employee  who  engages  in  a  strike  within 
any  notice  period  specified  in  this  subsection,  or  who 
engages  in  any  strike  within  the  appropriate  period 
specified  in  subsection  (g)  of  this  section,  shall  lose  his 
status  as  an  employee  of  the  employer  engaged  in  the 
particular  labor  dispute,  for  the  purposes  of  sections 
158, 159,  and  160  of  this  title,  but  such  loss  of  status  for 


such  eipp^p,©  ,^all  terminate  if  and  when  he  is 
reemp|^^|?^||^h  employer.  Whenever  the  collec¬ 
tive  b^^^^|:-i^volves  employees  of  a  health  care 
institui^^:^:J^ovisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be 

modifi^:S<^«i#: 


(A)  The  notice  of  paragi’aph  (1)  of  this  subsection 
shall  be  ninety  days;  the  notice  of  paragraph  (3)  of 
this  subsection  shall  be  sixty  days;  and  the  contract 
period  of  paragraph  (4)  of  this  subsection  shall  be 
ninety  days. 

(B)  l?^Tiere  the  bargaining  is  for  an  initial  agree¬ 
ment  fdlliowing  certification  or  recognition,  at  least 
thirty  days-  notice  of  the  existence  of  a  dispute  shall 
be  given  by  the  labor  organization  to  the  agencies 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection. 

(C)  After  notice  is  given  to  the  Federal  Media¬ 
tion  and  Conciliation  Seiwice  under  either  clause  (A) 
or  (B)  of  this  sentence,  the  Seiwice  shall  promptly 
communicate  with  the  parties  and  use  its  best  efforts. 
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by  mediation  and  conciliation,  l^r^lng  them  to 
agreement.  The  parties  shall  p^^ra^pate  fully  and 
promptly  in  such  meetings  as  may  be  undertaken  by 
the  Semce  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  a  settlement 
of  the  dispute. 


(e)  Enforceability  of  contract  or  agreement  to  boycott 
any  other  employer;  exception 

It  shall  be  an  unfair  labor  practice  for  any  labor 
organization  and  any  employer  to  enter  into  any  con¬ 
tract  or  agreement,  express  or  implied,  whereby  such 
employer  ceases  or  refrains  or  agrees  to  cease  or  refrain 
from  handling,  using,  selling,  transporting  or  othei’wise 
dealing  in  any  of  the  products  of  any  other  employer,  or 
to  cease  doing  business  with  any  other  person,  and  any 
contract  or  agi'eement  entered  into  heretofore  or  here¬ 
after  containing  such  an  agreement  shall  be  to  such 
extent  unenforcible’  and  void:  Provided,  That  noth¬ 
ing  in  this  subsection  shall  apply  to  an  agreement 
between  a  labor  organization  and  an  employer  in  the 
construction  industry  relating  to  the  contracting  or 
subcontracting  of  work  to  be  done  at  the  site  of  the 
construction,  alteration,  painting,  or  repair  of  a  build¬ 
ing,  structure,  or  other  work:  Provided  further.  That 
for  the  purposes  of  this  subsection  and  subsection 
(b)(4)(B)  of  this  section  the  terms  “any  employer”,  “any 
person  engaged  in  commerce  or  an  industry  affecting 
commerce”,  and  “any  person”  when  used  in  relation  to 
the  terms  “any  other  producer,  processor,  or  manufac¬ 
turer”,  “any  other  employer”,  or  “any  other  person” 
shall  not  include  persons  in  the  relation  of  a  jobber, 
manufacturer,  contractor,  or  subcontractor  working  on 


^  So  in  original.  Probably  should  be  “unenforceable”. 
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the  goods  or  premises  of  the  jobber  or  manufacturer  or 
performing  parts  of  an  integrated  process  of  produc¬ 
tion  in  the  apparel  and  clothing  industry:  Provided 
further,  That  nothing  in  this  subchapter  shall  prohibit 
the  enforcement  of  any  agi’eement  which  is  within  the 
foregoing  exception. 

(f)  Agreement  covering  employees  in  the  building  and 
construction  industry 

It  shall  not  be  an  unfair  labor  practice  under  subsec¬ 
tions  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  ^^ection  for  an  employer 
engaged  primarily  in  tifel^^mlding  and  construction 
industry  to  make  an  ag?e«ment  covering  employees 
engaged  (or  who,  upon  their  employment,  will  be 
engaged)  in  the  building  and  construction  industry  with 
a  labor  organization  of  which  building  and  construction 
employees  are  members  (not  established,  maintained, 
or  assisted  by  any  action  defined  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  as  an  unfair  labor  practice)  because  (1)  the 
majority  status  of  such  labor  organization  has  not  been 
established  under  the  provisions  of  section  159  of  this 
title  prior  to  the  making  of  such  agreement,  or  (2)  such 
agreement  requires  as  a  condition  of  employment, 
membership  in  such  isljor  «|^anization  after  the  sev¬ 
enth  day  following  of  such  employment 

or  the  effective  dai^ivlf;  I^^Wagreement,  whichever  is 
later,  or  (3)  such  ^t^i^f’^equires  the  employer  to 
notify  such  labor  Off^Mzatlion  of  opportunities  for 
employment  with  such  employer,  or  gives  such  labor 
organization  an  opportunity  to  refer  qualified  appli¬ 
cants  for  such  employment,  or  (4)  such  agi'eement 
specifies  minimum  training  or  experience  qualifications 
for  employment  or  provides  for  priority  in  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  employment  based  upon  length  of  seiwice  with 
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such  employer,  in  the  industry  or  in  the  particular 
geographical  area;  Provided,  That  nothing  in  this 
subsection  shall  set  aside  the  final  proviso  to  subsection 
(a)(3):  Provided  further,  That  any  agreement  which 
would  be  invalid,  but  for  clause  (1)  of  this  subsection, 
shall  not  be  a  bar  to  a  petition  filed  pursuant  to  section 
159(c)  or  159(e)  of  this  title. 

(g)  Notification  of  intention  to  strike  or  picket  at  any 
health  care  institution 

A  labor  organization  before  engaging  in  any  strike, 
picketing,  or  other  concerted  refusal  to  work  at  any 
health  cai'e  institution  shall,  not  less  than  ten  days 
prior  to  such  action,  notify  the  institution  in  widting 
and  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Seiwice  of 
that  intention,  except  that  in  the  case  of  bargaining  for 
an  initial  agreement  following  certification  or  recogni¬ 
tion  the  notice  required  by  this  subsection  shall  not  be 
given  until  the  expiration  of  the  period  specified  in 
clause  (B)  of  the  last  sentence  of  subsection  (d)  of  this 
section.  The  notice  shall  state  the  date  and  time  that 
such  action  will  commence.  The  notice,  once  givejiij  jlijy 
be  extended  by  the  wi’itten  agreement  of  both  paif%^g!j; 
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From: 


Sent: 

To: 


MicrosoftExchange329e71ec88ae4615bbc36ab6ce41109e@usdedeop.onmicrosoft.com 
on  behalf  of  Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Barbara.Hoblitzell@ed.gov> 

Thursday,  February  15,  2018  2:35  PM 

'alacey@thompsoncoburn.com“;  Alyssa  Dobson;  'ashafroth@nclc.org‘;  Ashley  Ann  Reich; 
Ashley  Harrington;  Barmak  Nassirian;  gmail.com';  Chris  Deluca; 

‘colleens@mohela.com';  'dmadzelan@acenet.edu';  'drobinson@roanokechowan.edu'; 
ebantle@fmcs.gov;  Evan  Daniels;  Gregory  Jones;  ‘hudsok@rpi.edu';  Jaye  O'Connell; 
'Jfredman@baylegal.org‘;  John  Ellis;  Joseline  Garcia;  Karen  Solinski;  Kay  Lewis;  Kimberly 
Brown;  Kolotos,  John;  Linda  Rawles;  'lodriguez.murray@uncf.org‘;  mcaruso@fmcs.gov. 


gmail.com;  Michale  McComis;  Mike  Busada;  randerson@sheeo.org; 


Subject: 

Attachments: 


'rflaniga@spelman.edu’;  rmiller@fmcs.gov;  'sharpv@evangel.edu'; 
'smartindale@consumer.org';  'srepp@ncher.us';  Stevaughn  Bush;  Walter  Ochinko;  whall; 
Weisman,  Annmarie 

FW;  Proposed  Alternate  Dispute  Resolution  Language 
FW;  Proposed  Alternate  Dispute  Resolution  Language 


Sender:  Barbara.Hoblitzell@ed.gov 

Subject:  FW:  Proposed  Alternate  Dispute  Resolution  Language 

Message-Id:  <BY2PR09MB1128DC0E180818EA23251259EFF40@BY2PR09MB1128.namprd09.prod.outlook.com> 

To:  alacev@thompsoncoburn.com 

To:  alyssa.dobson@sru.edu 

To:  ashafroth@nclc.org 

To:  aareich@liberty.edu 

To:  ashley.harrington@responsiblelending.org 

To:  nassirianb@aascu.org 

To:|||^H|H@gmail.com 

To:  Chris@DeLucaLawLLC.com 

To:  colleens@mohela.com 

To:  dmadzelan@acenet.edu 

To:  drobinson@roanokechowan.edu 

To:  ebantle@fmcs.gov 

To:  evan.daniels@azag.gov 

To:  gjones@compassrosefoundation.org 

To:  hudsok@rpi.edu 

To:  oconnell@vsac.org 

To:  jfredman@baylegal.org 

To:  john.ellis@oag.texas.gov 

To:  pres@usstudents.org 

To:  ksolinski@hlcommission.org 

To:  sklewis@uw.edu 

To:  kimberly.brown@dmu.edu 

To:  linda@rawleslaw.com 

To:  lodriguez.murray@uncf.org 

To:  mcaruso@fmcs.gov 

To:  ^^^^^^^@gmail.com 

To:  mccomis@accsc.org 

To:  mb@ayers.edu 

To;  randerson@sheeo.org 
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To:  rflaniga@spelman.edu 

To:  rmiller@fmcs,.gpy 

To:  sharpv@e^^ii^iedu 
To:  smartindal^^^sumer.org 
To:  srepp@ncher.us 

To:  stevaughn.bush@law.bison.howard.edu 
To:  walter@veteransedyc3tionsuccess.org 
To:  whall@edfinanci<ilcfcffj 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Subject: 

Attachments: 


Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Barbara.Hoblitzell@ed.gov> 

Thursday,  February  15,  2018  2:35  PM 

'alacey@thompsoncoburn.conn';  Alyssa  Dobson;  ‘ashafroth@nclc.org';  Ashley  Ann  Reich; 
Ashley  Harrington;  Barmak  Nassirian;  Hm|H@gmail.com';  Chris  Deluca; 
'colleens@mohela.com';  'dmadzelan@acenet.edu';  'drobinson@roanokechowan.edu'; 
ebantle@fmcs.gov;  Evan  Daniels;  Gregory  Jones;  'hudsok@rpi.edu';  Jaye  O'Connell; 
'jfredman@baylegal.org';  John  Ellis;  Joseline  Garcia;  Karen  Solinski;  Kay  Lewis;  Kimberly 
Brown;  Kolotos,  John;  Linda  Rawles;  'lodriguez.murray@uncf.org‘;  mcaruso@fmcs.gov; 
m^m@gmail.com;  Michale  McComis;  Mike  Busada;  randerson@sheeo.org; 
'rflaniga@speiman.edu';  rmiller@fmcs.gov;  'sharpv@evangel.edu'; 
'smartindale@consumer.org‘;  'srepp@ncher.us';  Stevaughn  Bush;  Walter  Ochinko;  whall; 
Weisman,  Annmarie 

FW;  Proposed  Alternate  Dispute  Resolution  Language 
2018-2-13  VCR  Language.docx 


resending 

From:  Chris  DeLuca  Law  [mailto:chris@delucalawllc.com] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  February  14,  2018  7:52  AM 
To:  Hoblitzell,  Barbara 

Cc:  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hong,  Caroline;  AARON  DREW  LACEY  (ALACEY@THOMPSONCOBURN.COM) 
Subject:  Proposed  Alternate  Dispute  Resolution  Language 

Dear  Barbara, 

Please  let  us  know  if  you  have  any  questions. 


Thank  you. 
Chris 


Christopher  DcLuca 

Anorncy  at  Law  ‘  DeLuca  l.aw  LLC 
Of  Counsel,  Rouse  Frets  Gentile  Rhodes,  LLC 

4743  Gallop  Run  |  Mason,  OH  45040  _ 

5 1 3.40 1 .8977  Main  |  5 1 3.401 .8597  Fax|  Mobile 

DeLucaLawL.LC.com 


Thi.s  e-mail  may  contain  confidential  or  privileged  material  and  is  intended  fi>r  use  solely  by  the  above  referenced  person(s)/reapient(.s).  Any 
rexiew,  copying,  printing,  disclosure,  distribution,  or  other  use  by  any  other  person  or  entity  is  strictly  prohibited.  If  you  have  received  this 
transmission  in  error,  please  notify  the  sender  by  telephone  at  51.1.401.8977  or  send  an  electronic  mail  mes.sage  to  the  sender  and  delete  the 
copy  you  received.  Thank  you. 

IRS  Circular  230  Notice- Disclosure.  To  ensure  compliance  with  requirements  imposed  by  the  Internal  Revenue  Service,  I  mfonn  you  that  any  U.S.  federal  tax 
advice  contained  in  this  communication  (including  any  aUachmcnis)  is  not  intended  or  wrinen  to  be  used,  and  cannot  be  used,  for  the  purpose  of  (i)  avoiding 
penalties  under  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  or  ( ii  I  promoting,  marketing  or  recommending  to  another  parly  any  transaction  or  mailer  addrc‘ssed  herein. 
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McFadden,  Elizabeth 


Subject: 

Location: 


FW;  HOLD;  Discuss  Outstanding  Comments  from  Education 
on  Borrower  Defense 

code;^^^^|  leader  code; 


Start: 

End: 

Show  Time  As: 


Friday,  June  22,  2018  2:00  PM 
Friday,  June  22,  2018  3:00  PM 
Tentative 


Recurrence:  (none) 


Meeting  Status: 


Not  yet  responded 


Organizer:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Required  Attendees:  Eitel,  Robert;  Jones,  Diane;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman, 

Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  McLarnon,  Gail;  Hay,  Sarah; 
Chesley,  Susan;  Muniz,  Carlos;  Menashi,  Steven;  Riemer, 
Jeffrey  (Justin);  Malawer,  Hilary;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Siegel,  Brian; 
Hong,  Caroline;  Disario,  Rachel;  Berman,  Marcia  (CIV); 
Merritt,  Robert  C.  (CIV)  (Robert.C.Merritt(5)usdoj.gov); 
Bloom,  Karen  S.  (CIV)  (Karen.S.Bloom@usdoj.gov) 


— Original  Appointment — 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  rnfaiHo;Shafuii  f»lcif'.uiumo.eop.uuvl 
Sent:  Friday,  June  15,  2018  10:36  AM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  AlexT.  EOP/OMB;  Carroll,  William  S.  EOP/OMB;  Tizzani,  Philip  M. 
EOP/OMB;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Ashley,  Elizabeth  M.  EOP/OMB;  Kymn, 
Christine  J.  EOP/OMB;  Jain,  Varun  M.  EOP/OMB;  McKiver,  Charlie  E.  EOP/OMB;  Upadhyaya,  Shraddha  A. 
EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  McKee,  Kara  L.  EOP/WHO;  Steel,  Jake  D.  EOP/WHO;  Murray, 
Claire  M.  EOP/WHO;  Wanamaker,  Marianne  H.  EOP/CEA;  Tavlas,  Julia  A.  EOP/CEA;  Bonner,  Julia  R. 
EOP/WHO;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB;  Palmieri,  Rosario  A.  EOP/OMB;  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO; 
Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Malawer,  Hilary 
Subject:  HOLD:  Discuss  Outstanding  Comments  from  Education  on  Borrower  Defense 
When:  Friday,  June  22,  2018  2:00  PM-3:00  PM  {UTC-05:00)  Eastern  Time  (US  &  Canada). 

Where:  code:  HIH  leader  code; 


Good  morning  EOP  colleagues, 


"  I  ^  — 
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Cheers, 

Sharon 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 


Subject: 


McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov> 

Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  3:49  PM 
Brickman,  Michael 

Jones,  Diane;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa; 
Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian; 
Hong,  Caroline  ,  i. 

Re;  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 


Adding  others  in  OGC. 
Sent  from  my  iPhone 


On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  3:47  PM,  Brickman,  Michael  cMichael  Bnckinanraed  gov>  wrote: 


From:  Jones,  Diane 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  3:27  PM 

To:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa 
Cc:  Eitel,  Robert;  Brickman,  Michael;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara 
Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 


Thanks, 

Diane 


From:  Malawer,  Hilary 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  2:39  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa 
Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

Looping  m  Alisa  because  I  am  on  leave  through  7-23.  Thanks 
Hilary 

From:  Jones,  Diane 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  2:01  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda 
Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 


Diane 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  fma(lto:Shaion  Maftaomb.eoo.EO</1 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  1:54  PM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda 

Cc:  Jones,  Diane 

Subject:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 
Elizabeth  and  Hilary. 


Thanks, 

Sharon 

Sharon  Mar 

Senior  Advisor  to  the  Deputy  Administrator 

0MB I  Office  of  Information  and  Regulatory  Affairs 

Tel:  202.395.64661  Fax:  202.395.5167 1 smar gOomb  eop-guv 
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Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <Noah_S_Mann@omb.eop.gov> 
Wednesday,  September  19,  2018  9:56  AM 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Sydor,  Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB 
RE:  Data/studies  of  disclosure  effects? 

5.f.  Page  Scott-Clayton  (Access  Review).pdf;  cea.ratings_20150901.pdf 


Hi  Barbara  - 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


http;/’/ '  nber  ofK/pjDers/v/21300 


Happy  to  chat  if  this  doesn't  fit  the  bill. 

Best, 

Noah 

From:  Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Barbara.Hoblitzell@ed.gov> 

Sent:  Wednesday,  September  19,  2018  9:51  AM 

To:  Sydor,  Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB  <Katherine_M_Sydor@)omb.eop.gov> 

Cc:  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  <Noah_S_Mann(®omb.eop.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  Data/studies  of  disclosure  effects? 

Thanks! 

From:  Sydor,  Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Katherine_M_Sydor@omb.eop.gov] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  September  19,  2018  9:50  AM 

To:  Hoblitzell,  Barbara 

Cc:  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB 

Subject:  RE:  Data/studies  of  disclosure  effects? 

Hey  Barb<iral  I'm  actually  going  to  loop  in  Noah,  who  knows  this  stuff  pretty  well  He  has  some  ideas  for  you  Thanks 
for  asking  I 

Katherine 

From:  Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Barbara.Hoblitzell@ed.gov> 

Sent:  Wednesday,  September  19,  2018  8:54  AM 

To:  Sydor,  Katherine  M.  EOP/OMB  <Katherine_M_Sydor@omb.eop.gov> 

Subject:  Data/studies  of  disclosure  effects? 

Hi,  Katherine. 
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Kind  regards, 
b. 

Barbara  A.  Hoblitzell 

Office  of  Postsecondary  Education 

Policy,  Planning  and  Innovation 

202.453.7583 
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ABSTRACT 


Socioeconomic  gaps  in  college  enrollment  and  attainment  have  widened  over  time,  despite  inereasing 
returns  to  postsecondary  education  and  significant  policy  efforts  to  improve  access.  We  describe  the 
barriers  that  students  face  during  the  transition  to  college  and  review  the  evidence  on  potential  policy 
solutions.  We  focus  primarily  on  research  that  examines  causal  relationships  using  experimental  or 
quasi-experimeotal  methods,  though  we  draw  upon  descriptive  evidence  to  provide  context.  Our  review 
is  distinctive  in  three  respects.  First,  in  addition  to  the  literature  on  financial  aid,  we  examine  the  evidence 
on  informational  and  behavioral  interventions,  academic  programs,  and  affirmative  action  policies 
intended  to  improve  college  access.  Second,  we  incorporate  a  wealth  of  recent  research  not  included 
in  prior  reviews.  Finally,  we  conceptualize  college  access  broadly,  as  including  not  just  whether  but 
also  where  students  attend  and  whether  they  have  access  to  collcgc-levtsl  courses.  Wc  conclude  with 
a  discussion  of  implications  for  policy  and  research. 
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1.  Introduction 


The  United  States  has  long  ranked  as  the  world’s  most  educated  nation,  leading  the 
charge  for  mass  elementary  education  in  the  nineteenth  century  and  mass  secondary  education  in 
the  early  twentieth  century  (Goldin  &  Katz,  2008).  But  the  transition  to  mass  postsccondary 
education  that  began  after  World  War  II  has  stagnated  in  the  twenty-first  century.  Between  1950 
and  2000,  the  proportion  of  25-34  year  olds  who  had  at  least  some  college  nearly  quadrupled, 
from  16  to  57  percent,  but  improvements  have  slowed  and  this  figure  has  grown  more  modestly 
since  then  to  63  percent  in  2012  (Baum,  Ma,  &  Payca,  2013)."  This  slowdown  is  particularly 
puzzling  given  that  the  wage  premium  for  a  bachelor’s  degree  is  near  a  historically  high  level 
(Goldin  &  Katz,  2008).  Currently,  those  with  a  bachelor’s  degree  earn  over  $800,000  more  in 
lifetime  income,  on  average,  than  their  counterparts  with  only  high  school  diplomas,  even  after 
subtracting  out  loans  taken  on  to  finance  higher  education  (Daly  &  Bengali,  2014). 

Perhaps  even  more  troubling  than  the  overall  slowdown  in  attainment  growth,  gaps  in 
college  attaittmeul  by  family  income  have  actually  increased  over  time  (Bailey  &  Dynarski, 
2011;  Bclley  &  Lodioer,  2007).  These  gaps  do  not  go  away  after  controlling  for  other 
explanatory  factors  such  as  academic  background:  among  high  school  students  scoring  in  the  top 
quartile  on  a  standardized  test,  only  41  percent  of  those  from  the  poorest  families  earn  a 
bachelor’s  degree,  compared  to  74  percent  of  students  from  high-incc^p  Jlttiilies  (Kena  et  al, 
2015).  - 

Standard  theories  of  human  capital  acquisition  (e.g.,  Becker,  1964)  suggest  that  the 
equilibrium  level  of  college  enrollment  reflects  individuals’  rational  assessments  that  weigh  the 


■  Similar  patterns  can  be  seen  by  looking  at  immediate  college  enrollment  rates  of  recent  high  school  graduates, 
which  rose  from  about  50  percent  in  the  late  1970s  to  67  percent  in  1997,  but  has  remained  stagnant  since  then 
(NCES  Digest  of  Education  Statistics  2014,  Table  302.30.  Retrieved  from 
https;//nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d  1 4/tables/dt  1 4_302.20.asp). 
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expected  costs  of  undertaking  higher  education  against  the  expected  benefits.  Expected  costs 
include  tuition,  fees,  and  other  direct  costs,  ■fif^ortunity  cost  of  foregone  employment  while 
enrolled,  and  the  psychological  cost  of  effort;  expected  benefits  include  both  monetary  and  non¬ 
monetary  returns  to  education.  In  a  perfect  market,  variation  in  enrollment  rates  across 
geographies,  socioeconomic  gxx)ups,  or  over  time  simply  reflect  the  different  costs  and  benefits 
these  groups  face,  and  do  not  -  on  their  own  -  provide  justification  for  government  intervention. 
In  a  perfect  market,  whether  the  cost  of  college  is  “high”  or  “low”  is  of  little  concern;  subsidizing 


tuition  wotild  only  inefficiently  induce  enrollments  among  individuals  whose  expected  benefits 
would  not  justify  the  costs. 

Legitimate  concerns  about  imperfections  in  the  market  for  college,  however,  arise  from 
the  two  stylized  facts  with  which  we  open  this  review:  increases  in  college  enrollments  have  not 
kept  pace  Mipreases  in  the  returns  to  college,  and,  socioeconomic  gaps  are  widening,  even 


after  accounting  for  academic  preparation. 

What  types  of  market  imperfections  might  be  present  to  justify  a  policy  response?  One 
justification  is  the  presence  of  social  externalities:  college  enrollment  may  generate  social 
benefits  that  exceed  the  private  returns.  For  example,  postsecondary  education  has  been  linked  to 
higher  levels  of  volunteering  and  voting  (Dee,  26IM),  better  birth  outcomes  and  higher  levels  of 
school  readiness  in  the  next  generation  (Cuitie  &  Moretti,  2003),  lower  levels  of  criminal 

behavior  (Lochner  &  Moretti,  2004),  and  higher  levels  of  economic  growth  (Aghion,  Boustan, 

' ;  ***^*§" 

Hoxby,  &  Vandcnbusschc,  2009).  Thus,  even  if  the  market  were  otherwise  well-functioning, 
policymakers  may  seek  to  encourage  a  higher  level  of  academic  achievement  and  attainment 
than  individuals  would  choose  on  their  own. 


.  I  ^  — ^ 
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A  second  justification  for  policy  intervention  is  the  presence  of  credit  constraints.  While 

the  benefits  of  college  occur  in  the  future,  the  costs  occur  in  the  present  (and  may  extend  decades 

into  the  future).  If  individuals  cannot  safely  and  sufficiently  borrow  against  their  future  earnings 

to  finance  present  costs,  some  individuals  who  should  go  to  college  (in  the  sense  that  their 

lifetime  benefits  exceed  lifetime  costs)  will  not  do  so.  While  upper-income  students  may  be  able 

to  rely  upon  parental  savings,  lower-income  students  may  face  significant  financial  barriers  to 
40^' ' 
attendance^ 

Third,  young  people — particularly  those  from  lower-income,  immigrant,  and/or  non¬ 
college  educated  families — may  lack  good  information  about  the  costs  and  benefits  of 
enrollment,  as  well  as  about  the  process  of  preparing  for,  applying  to,  and  selecting  a  college. 
Infoitmttiohal  failures  are  arguably  increasingly  important  as  program  and  financing  options 
have  multiplied  over  time. 

Finally,  recent  work  in  psychology  and  behavioral  economics  demonstrates  how  human 
decision-making  often  departs  from  standard  models  of  economic  behavior,  particularly  when 
faced  with  complex  options,  and  particularly  when  the  decision-makers  are  young  and 
inexperienced  (Thaler  &  Mullainathan,  2008;  Casey,  Jones,  &  Somerville,  2011).  Yet  all  along 
the  pathway  from  college  consideration  to  matriculation,  students  face  complicated  choices  and 
may  lack  sufficient  support  and  structure  to  navigate  burdensome  processes  and  institutional 
bureaucracy. 

These  market  imperfections  and  behavioral  realities  motivate  policy  efforts  to  improve 
college  access.  Following  Long  and  Riley  (2007),  barriers  to  access  can  be  grouped  into  three 
broad  categories:  financial  constraints,  informational/behavioral  constraints,  and  academic 
constraints.  Of  course,  these  constraints  are  not  mutually  exclusive,  and  for  students  residing  in 
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areas  of  concentrated  disadvantage,  these  challenges  may  be  particularly  acute.  Students  of  color 
may  face  additional,  distinct  barriers,  including  both  implicit  and  explicit  discrimination 
(Bertrand,  Chugh,  &  Mullainathan,  2005). 

In  this  paper,  we  review  the  economic  literature  on  policies  to  improve  college  access. 
We  emphasize  research  that  identifies  and  characterizes  causal  relationships  using  experimental 
or  quasi-experimental  methods,  though  we  also  draw  on  descriptive  evid^^  to  provide  context. 
Our  review  differs  from  prior  reviews  on  college  access  in  three  respbctsf  First,  while  prior 
reviews  have  focused  extensively  on  the  impact  of  financial  aid  (sec,  c.g.,  Dcming  &  Dynarski, 
2009;  Dynarski  &  Scott-Clayton,  2013),  we  go  beyond  this  body  of  research  to  incorporate 
evidence  on  informational  and  behavioral  interventions,  academic  programs,  and  affirmative 
action  policies.  Since  these  interventions  overlap  and  interact,  there  is  particular  value  in 
providing  a  comprehensive  review.  Second,  we  incorporate  a  wealth  of  recent  research  not 
included  in  prior  reviews.  The  past  few  years  have  been  particitlarly  active  in  the  economics  of 
higher  education,  given  the  new  accessibility  of  administrative  datasets  and  a  trend  towards 
increasing  experimentation  both  by  policymakers  and  r^fefeers.  Finally,  we  conceptualize 


college  access  broadly,  examining  constraints  on  students’  decisii^Sca<^i^.|(‘©Sj|l|o^^  also 

.  r  ,  'Xt-t 

where  to  attend,  as  well  as  constraints  on  student’ jaccess  to  co"  " 


"I 


This 


...  .  V  ■  ■  ■  u  -  ^  i'  .  • 

broad  conceptualization  reflects  the  growing  body  of  evidence  of 

■■  r-Ji'  • 

institutional  factors  on  both  completion  rates  and  later  ouiv<->K)9s'!J(^Weii',«,Cl|!ii!tgos  & 
McPherson,  2009;  Bound,  Lovenheim  &  Turner,  2010;  Goodi'hair,iTl!'iWit2'<& ’Stiiidl,' 2015; 


'/ .'  1 


Hoekstra,  2009;  Howell  &  Pender,  2015  [this  issue]). 
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College  access  and  college  completion,  of  course,  are  not  the  same  thing.  Only  about  half 
of  all  degree-seeking,  first-time  college  entrants  complete  any  degree  within  six  years.^  And 
among  recent  cohorts,  those  who  do  complete  arc  taking  longer  to  do  so  (Bound,  Lovenheim  & 
Turner,  2010).  Thus,  attention  increasingly  is  turning  to  college  completion  rather  than  college 
>  ft^ss  alone.  Still,  improving  college  access  remains  amottg  the  most  promising  strategies  for 
raising  college  degree  attainment  overall,  particularly  if  we  conceptualize  access  not  as  getting 
students  in  the  door  of  any  college,  but  instead  as  getting  them  off  to  a  good  start  at  an  institution 
that  is  well  aligned  with  their  interests  and  capabilities.  The  challenges  that  students  face  during 

Wiiv . 

the  transition  to  college  may  influence  not  only  whether  they  attend  at  all,  but  also  the  timing  of 
enrollment,  choice  of  institution,  method  of  finance,  and  the  pace  of  progress  towards  a  degree. 
These  many  factors  ultimately  can  influence  students’  likelihood  of  graduation. 

We  structure  our  review  around  four  types  of  barriers  that  students  face  in  the  transition 
to  college  and  evidence  on  efforts  to  combat  those  barriers.  Section  2  examines  financial  aid 
policy.  In  Section  3,  we  discuss  the  complexity  of  the  college-going  process  itself  and  efforts  to 
improve  students’  navigation  of  information  and  behavioral  impediments.  In  Section  4,  wc 
consider  policies  responses  to  the  academic  barriers  that  students  face  in  the  transition  to 
postsecondary  education,  and  in  Section  5,  we  highlight  research  on  affirmative  action  bans  and 
■  tlic  ’’top  X. percent”  admissions  plans  developed  in  response.  Finally,  Section  6  concludes  by 

.  t  ■ 

^dlsciassing  implications  for  future  policy  and  research. 

I  .  il 


2.  College  costs  and  financial  aid 

In  the  U.S.,  state  and  local  appropriations  have  traditionally  helped  to  keep  tuition  prices 
well  below  the  full  cost  of  providing  higher  education.  But  states  are  devoting  a  smaller 
^  Authors’  computations  using  NCES  Quick  Stats,  BPS;2009  Sur\'cy  data  restricted  by  degree  goals  in  first  year. 
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proportion  of  their  budgets  to  higher  education  in  recent  years,  even  as  enrollments  have 


increased  (Mcttlcr,  2014).  As  a  result,  public  institutions  that  produce  the  majority  of  bachelor’s 
degree  recipients  arc  increasingly  reliant  on  tuition  as  a  revenue  source:  at  public  master’s  and 
bachelor’s  degree  granting  institutions,  the  proportion  of  revenue  coming  from  net  tuition  and 
fees  increased  from  about  30  percent  in  2000  to  nearly  half  in  2012  (Baum,  Elliott  &  Ma,  2014). 

The  result  is  that  families  increasingly  face  financial  barriers  to  college  access.  The 
average  net  cost  of  attendance  (including  not  jjst  tuition  and  fees,  but  also  costs  of  books. 


transportation,  food  and  housing,  and  subtracting  out  grant  aid)  for  a  full-time  student  in  2014-15 


was  $5,960  at  a  community  college,  $12,830  at  a  public  four- year  college,  and  $23,550  at  a 
private  four  year  institution.  As  family  incomes  have  remained  stagnant  over  the  past  decade  and 
have  declined  in  real  terms  at  the  bottom  of  the  income  distribution,  these  costs  represent  an 


a  student  at  the  20‘'’  percentile 


^nsume  more  than  20  percent  of 

il 

Attending  a  public  four-year 

Vl' 

average."*  Moreover,  even  where 


affordable  options  exist  for  families,  they  are  not  necessarily  “just  as  good’’  as  institutions  that 
are  less  affordable.  Per-student  resources  have  become  increasingly  stratified  across  institution 
type,  with  declines  in  the  two-year  and  non-top-50  public  sector.  Declining  resources  in  these 
sectors  is  associated  with  declining  rates  of  degree  completion  (Bound,  Lovenheim,  &  Turner, 
2010).  Indeed,  Howell  and  Pender  (2015  [this  issue])  highlight  the  tradeoff  between  cost  and 
institutional  quality  faced  by  most  students. 


■*  We  calculate  these  percentages  using  the  net  tuition,  fees,  room  and  board  estimates  provided  by  the  College  Board 
(2014a),  on  pp.  22-24,  as  well  as  family  income  statistics  from  the  same  report  on  page  33. 
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This  is  not  to  say  that  students  and  fatnilics  are  on  their  own  when  it  ccanes  to  paying  for 
college.  In  response  to  concerns  about  rising  costs,  states  and  institutions  MCreasingly  follow  a 
high-tuition,  high-aid  pricing  strategy  in  which  rapidly  rising  sticker  prices  arc  ameliorated,  for 
some  students,  by  increases  in  the  availability  of  financial  aid.  Seven  out  of  10  undergraduates 
now  receive  some  form  of  financial  aid;  in  2014-15,  full-time  undergraduates  received  an 
average  of  $8,080  each  in  grants,  $1,260  in  tax  credits  and  work-study  assistance,  and  $4,840  in 
federal  loans  (Baum,  Elliott  &  Ma,  2014).^ 

While  substantial  amounts  of  financial  aid  arc  available,  determining  the  net  price  a 
student  is  going  to  face  requires  a  more  individualized  answer  than  ever  before.  Within  a  given 
institution,  net  tuition  and  fees  can  vary  widely  across  students,  even  among  those  with  similar 
socioeconomic  profiles  (Anthony,  Page  &  Seldin,  2015).  Moreover,  accessing  available  financial 
aid  is  typically  not  automatic:  students  (and  often  their  parents)  need  to  be  aware  of  what 
programs  exist  and  must  submit  a  Free  Application  for  Federal  Student  Aid  (FAFSA),  the 
complexity  of  which  is  well  documented  (Dynarski  &  Scott-Clayton  2006;  Dynarski,  Scott- 
Clayton  &  Wiederspan,  2013;  Bill  &  Melinda  Gates  Foundation,  2015).  Misperceptions  about 
college  costs  are  widespread  and  are  most  prevalent  among  students  from  the  lowest-income 
backgrounds,  likely  contributing  to  persistent  gaps  in  postsecondary  attainment  as  well  as 
undermatch  by  socioeconomic  status  (ACSFA,  2005;  Grodsky  &  Jones,  2007;  Horn,  Chen,  & 
Chapman  2003;  Hoxby  &  Avery,  2013;  Hoxby  &  Turner,  2013;  Radford,  2013). 

As  a  result  of  the  challenges  present  in  the  financial  aid  process,  many  students  .fail  to 
access  aid  for  which  they  would  qualify.  While  FAFSA  applieation  rates  have  risen  over  time — 
from  50  percent  of  undergraduates  in  1999-2000  to  70  percent  in  201 1-12 — substantial  numbers 
of  eligible  students  still  fail  to  apply.  Estimates  based  on  data  from  the  2011-12  National 
’  Averages  are  calculated  over  all  students,  not  just  those  receiving  aid. 


.  I  ^  — ^  .  H. 
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Postsecondary  Student  Aid  Study  (NPSAS)  indicates  that  of  the  30  percent  of  students  who 
failed  to  file  a  FAFSA,  one  third  would  have  qualified  for  a  Pell  Grant.^  In  addition,  many 
FAFSA  filers  apply  after  important  deadlines  (King,  2004),  in  turn  decreasing  the  likelihood  of 
receiving  state  and  institutional  aid  for  which  they  would  otherwise  be  eligible. 

The  efficiency  and  equity  of  the  American  high-tuition,  high-aid  model  of  college 
financing  rests  heavily  on  the  effectiveness  of  financial  aid  programs.  Are  these  programs 
successful  at  reaeijing  their  intended  targets — students  on  the  margin  of  college  access — and 
influencing  their  behavior?  Or  arc  they  windfalls  to  individuals  who  would  have  enrolled 
regardless?  In  tire  reimainder  of  this  section,  we  review  the  evidence  on  the  causal  impacts  of 
grants,  loans,  and  other  types  of  aid  on  college  enrollment  and  attainment.  We  discuss 
interventions  related  to  reducing  the  complexity  of  the  aid  application  and  other  steps  in  the 
college  transition  separately  in  Section  3. 

2. 7.  Traditional  aid  (need-based  grants  and  subsidized  tuition) 

Standard  models  of  human  capital  investment  indicate  that  students  will  continue  on  to 
higher  education  if  the  benefits  of  doing  so  outweigh  the  costs  (c.g.,  Becker,  1964).  Efforts  that 
increase  grant-based  financial  aid  directly  to  students  may  act  through  decreasing  the  cost  of 
attendance  such  that  students  on  the  margin  are  compelled  to  matriculate.  As  predicted  by 
economic  theory,  more  than  thirty  years  of  empirical  research  has  established  that  lowering  the 
cost  of  college  can  increase  college  enrollments.  In  1988,  Leslie  and  Brinkman  reviewed  several 
dozen  non-experimental  studies  and  concluded  that  a  $  1 ,000  decrease  in  net  price  was  associated 
with  a  3-  to  5-percentage-point  increase  in  college  attendance.  However,  it  is  difficult  to  infer 
causal  effects  based  on  non-experimental  analyses  of  financial  aid  policy,  because  aid  recipients 


*  Authors’  calculations  using  computations  from  NCES  Quick  Stats  online  tool,  NPSAS:20I2  undergraduate 
sample. 
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are  often  systematically  selected  and/or  self-selected  based  on  characteristics  (e.g.,  need,  merit, 
motivation  to  enroll)  that  may  have  independent  effects  on  outcomes  of  interest. 

While  these;  early  studies  may  have  suffered  from  selection  bias,  subsequettt  research 
using  more  rigorous  empirical  jsjethc^s  applied  to  data  from  several  different  time  points  and 
several  different  contexts  has  found  positive  effects  of  a  similar  magnitude,  increasing 
confidence  that  these  effects  are  truly  causal  and  not  just  reflecting  correlations.  Several  studies 
have  taken  advantage  of  discrete  policy  changes  to  compare  similar  students  who  receive 
dramatically  different  amounts  of  aid,  including  Dynarski’s  (2003)  analysis  of  the  Social 
Security  Surylyprs  Benefit,  Abraham,  .and_  Clark’s  (2006)  and  Kane’s  (2007)  study  of 
Washington,' 0;iC/s  Tuition  Assistance  Cnaiitj  lii  two  separate  studies  of  the  mid-century  G.I. 


Bills  (Bound  &  Turner,  2002;  Stanleyf-^^pf^l|pf  these  studies  find  that  enrollment  increases 
when  the  net  price  faced  by  students  is  exogenously  lowered.  For  more  detailed  reviews  of  these 
studies,  see  Long  (2008),  Doming  &  Dynarski  (2009),  and  Dynarski  &  Scott-Clayton  (2013). 

More  recent  work  on  traditional  financial  aid  (need-based  grants  and  tuition  subsidies) 
has  increasingly  focused  on  college  choice,  persistence,  and  eventual  degree  completion. 
Castleman  and  Long  (2013)  use  a  regression-discontinuity  (RD)  design  to  examine  the  effects  of 
a  need-based  program  in  Florida  that  has  a  strict  eligibility  cutoff,  and  find  significant  increases 
in  four-year  college  enrollment  and  subsequent  bachelor’s  degree  completion.  Goldrick-Rab, 
Harris,  Kelchen,  and  Benson  (2012)  provide  rigorous  evidence  on  the  effects  of  need-based  aid 
on  persistence  conditional  on  initial  enrollment,  through  their  randomized  evaluation  of  the 
Wisconsin  Scholars  Grant  (WSG).  WSG  provided  large  grants  to  Pell-eligible  first-year  students 
already  enrolled  at  Wisconsin  four-year  institutions.  Perhaps  surprisingly,  they  find  only  modest 
effects  on  credit  accumulation  and  persistence  that  fade  out  over  time.  These  results  may  be  due 
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in  part  to  the  fact  that  students  who  received  the  WSG  saw  other  aid  reduced;  however, 
providing  the  scholarship  only  after  students  initially  enrolled  may  also  have  lifted  the  impact 


of  the  program. 

A  set  of  studies  exploits  natural  geographic  variation  in  community  college  prices 
resulting  from  community  college  taxing  di^fe^;in  Texas:  students  who  live  within  a  given 
district  face  lower  prices  than  similar  students  living  just  outside  district  boundaries  (Denning, 
2014;  Martorell,  McCall  &  McFarlin,  2014;  McFarlin,  2007).  All  three  studies  confirm  that 
students  facing  lower  community  college  prices  arc  more  likely  to  enroll  in  college.  Less 
evidence  is  available  regarding  effects  on  eventual  degree  receipt:  McFarlin  (2007)  finds  a 
worrisome  pattern  of  students  switching  from  four-year  to  two-year  institutions,  but  Denning 
(2014)  finds  no  evidence  of  such  switching,  and  an  overall  positive  impact  on  bachelor’s  degree 
completion. 


The  research  evidence  regarding  the  impact  of  the  nation^g  g^le  largest  grant  program, 
the  federal  Pell  Grant,  has  been  somewhat  more  mixed.  Hansen  (1983)  and  Kane  (1996)  find 
little  effect  of  the  introduction  of  the  program  overall.  But  Seftor  and  Turner  (2002)  find  positive 
impacts  of  expansions  in  eligibility  for  adult  students,  and  Bettinger  (2004)  finds  some  evidence 
of  positive  effects  of  larger  Pell  grants  on  persistence  for  students  who  are  already  ^tirolled.  The 
lack  of  consistent  positive  findings  for  Pell  Grants  may  be  due  in  part  to  complexity  and 
confusion  surrounding,  the  Pell  eligibility  and  application  process,  which  obscure  its  benefits  and 
dampen  its  impact  S-ftioiig  the  individd&fe  who  need  it  most  (Dynarski  &  Scott-Clayton,  2006; 


Bettinger,  Long,  Oreopoulos  &  Sanbonmatsu,  2012). 

Recent  work  has  also  identified  some  new  potential  explanations  for  the  mixed  evidence 
on  Pell  Grants  and  the  WSG.  Specifically,  fee  increasingly  complex  interactions  between  aid 
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programs  may  make  it  difficult  to  isolate  the  effects  of  any  one  program.  For  example,  Turner 
(2014)  finds  that  private  institutions  reduce  institutional  aid  for  students  who  receive  Pell,  and 
Goldrick-Rab  and  colleagues  (2012)  find  that  a  $3,500  WSG  award  translated  into  just  $1,500  in 
total  financial  aid  (including  loans).  Marx  and  Turner  (2015)  find  that  students  who  just  miss 
eligibility  for  Pell  actually  receive  more  in  total  aid  irotii  all  sources  on  average,  because  students 
just  ineligible  for  Pell  are  much  more  likely  to  receive  student  loans.  Scott-Clayton  and  Park 

(2015)  replicate  these  findings  related  to  Pell  eligibUity  aad  also  find  evidence  that  some 

A  • 

community  colleges  use  state  aid  to  disproportionafeiy  aa$i^;Studcnts  who  ^  naf  qualify  for 
Pell. 

2.2.  Broad-based  merit  aid  programs 

Since  1991,  several  states  have  instituted  large-scale,  merit-based  grant  programs  to 
defray  the  costs  of  high^  efl^ation  among  their  residents  who  meet  certain  merit-defined,  but 
not  particularly  elite  eligibility  criteria.^  These  state  merit-based  programs  represent  the  most 
sizeable  increase  in  financial  aid  spending  in  the  past  two  decades  (College  Board,  2012),  and 
they  arc  also  amenable  to  causal  analysis — typically -jrstysng  on  diffcrcncc-in-diffcrcncc  or  RD 
designs — that  exploit  variation  in  eligibility  across  states,  cohorts,  and  test  score  eligibility 
thresholds.  The  related  research  base  indicates  that  such  programs  have  led  to  improvements  in 
college  readiness  metrics;  increases  in  college  enrollment  and  performance;  improved  rates  of 
degree  attainment;  and  decreases  in  the  loss  of  talented  students  to  other  states  by  affecting 
college  choice  (Bruce  &  Carruthers,  2014;  Carruthers  &  Ozek,  2013;  Cornwall,  Mustard,  & 
Sridhar,  2006;  Dynarski,  2004,  2008;  Pallais,  2009;  Scott-Clayton,  2011;  Zhang  &  Ness,  2010). 

’  These  states  include  Arkansas,  Florida,  Georgia,  Kentucky,  Louisiana,  Maryland,  Mississippi,  Nevada,  New 
Mexico,  Oklahoma,  South  Carolina,  Tennessee,  and  West  Virginia,  although  Arkansas  and  Maryland  have  since 
phased  out  their  programs.  Dynarski  (2004)  defined  “broad-based”  to  mean  that  at  least  30  percent  of  high  school 
seniors  would  quality. 
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One  aspect  of  these  programs  that  has  proved  both  politically  appealing  and  potentially 
important  for  influencing  behavior  has  been  their  simplicity  (Dynarski  &  Scott-Clayton,  2006). 
Many  of  these  programs  fully  cover  tuition  and  fees  (at  least  initially)  at  in-state,  public 
institutions  for  students  meeting  a  minimum  GPA  and  sometimes  ACT/SAT  requirement,  and 
require  minimal  paperwork  to  claim. 

Nevertheless,  attention  has  also  been  paid  to  unintended  consequences  associated  with 
these  efforts.  For  example,  while  Georgia  HOPE  improved  overall  rates  of  college  enrollment  in 
the  state,  it  also  led  to  a  widening  of  college  attendance  gaps  by  race  and  socioeconomic  status, 

g 

given  the  strength  of  response  among  middle-income  students  (Dynarski,  2000).  In  addition,  the 
merit-based  Adams  Scholarship  in  Massachusetts  resulted  in  students  switching  to  in-state  public 
institutions  away  from  higher  quality  alternatives,  ultimately  reducing  students’  likelihood  of 
timely  degree  attainment  (Cohodes  &  Goodman,  2014).  Finally,  a  pair  of  recent  studies  using 
Census  data  to  examine  a  broader  set  of  merit-aid  progratBS  has  called  into  question  whether 
single-state,  early  estimates  of  the  impact  of  merit  aid  may  overstate  the  impacts  experienced 
more  generally  (Fitzpatrick  &  Jones,  2012;  Sjoquist  &  Winters,  2012). 

A  recent  experimental  evaluation  of  the  Buffet  Scholarship  in  Nebraska  provides  perhaps 
the  most  rigorous  evidence  on  the  potential  impact  of  programs  providing  free  in-state  college  to 
students  on  the  basis  of  modest  academic  achievement  (Angrist,  Hudson  &  Pallais,  2014; 
Angrist,  Autor,  Hudson,  &  Pallais,  2015).  Buffet  Scholars  receive  up  to  five  years  of  free  tuition 
and  fees,  plus  a  $500  book  credit,  if  they  attend  a  public  in-state  institution.  The  eligibility 
criteria  include  a  minimum  2.5  high  school  GPA  and  maximum  expected  family  eoHhSbution 


*  Other  states’  program^  fepwever,  appear  to  narrow  gaps  in  enrollment  (Dynarski,  2004),  perhaps  because  unlike 
Georgia  HOPE,  other  states  allowed  Pell  recipients  to  combine  awards,  rather  than  reducing  merit  aid  dollar-for- 
dollar  for  students  receiving  larger  Pell  awards. 
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i'een  $80,000-$  100,000.^ 


(EFC)  to  the  cost  of  college  corresponding  to  family  income^lJ 


Applicants  arc  also  ranked  (against  students  listing  the  same  target  institution)  on  the  basis  of 
high  school  transcripts,  essays,  and  letters  of  recommendation.  For  the  study,  a  group  of  students 
who  fell  in  the  middle  of  the  rankings  were  randomly  assigned  to  receive  the  award  or  not.  The 
authors  find  only  a  small,  insignificant  effect  on  initial  enrollment  (unsurprising  given  a  97 
percent  baseline  enrollment  rate  even  among  the  control  group)  but  find  substantial  shifts  from 
two-year  to  four-y^:jj^|titutions,  and  substantial  impacts  on  enrollments  in  the  second  year  (a  7 
percentage  point  ihiitb^  overall  and  14  percentage  point  increase  in  four-year  enrollment),  with 
effects  largest  among  lower  achieving  subgroups. 

2.3.  Place-based  college  "promise” programs 

In  addition  to  state-based  merit  programs,  several  urban  settings  have  followed  suit  to 
implement  locally-based  “promise”  programs  of  their  own.  In  some  cases,  the  only  “merit” 
requirement  for  eligibility  is  to  graduate  from  a  public  high  school  within  a  certain  area.  This 
place-based  approach  began  in  2005  with  the  announcement  of  the  Kalamazoo  Promise,  which 
offers  ftili  in-statc  college  tuition  to  graduates  of  the  Kalamazoo  Public  Schools  in  Michigan  who 
had  been  enrolled  in  the  district  for  at  least  four  years.  A  differencswisi^ifference  analysis 
comparing  ACT  score-sending  behavior  of  students  at  Promise  and  n(^ij^M|anise  high  schools 
just  before  and  after  implementation  found  that  eligible  students  were  more  likely  to  send  their 
scores  to  more  selective  in-state  institutions  (Andrews,  DesJardins  &  Ranchhod,  2010).  Results 
from  a  separate  difference-in-difference  analysis  (comparing  students  before  and  after  the 
program’s  announcement,  by  length  of  enrollment  in  the  district)  suggest  the  program  improved 


’  The  EFC  maximum  for  the  program  ranged  from  1 0,000  to  1 5,000.  Corresponding  family  income  range  was 
calculated  by  the  authors’  using  NCES  Quick  Stats,  NPSAS:2012  data  on  dependent  undergraduates. 
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high  school  credit  completion,  reduced  suspensions,  and  had  substantial  effects  on  college 
enrollment  and  graduation  (Bartik  &  Lachowska,  2013;  Bartik,  Hershbein  &  Lachowska,  2015). 

Similarly,  in  2008,  local  business  and  civic  leaders  provided  funding  to  establish  a  free 
community  college  program  called  “Knox  Achieves”  in  Knox  County,  Tennessee.  The  program, 
which  Was  expanded  to  22  counties  in  2011  and  became  the  model  for  a  statewide  “Tennessee 
Ptbmise”  program  expected  to  roll  out  in  2015,  guarantees  free  community  college  tuition  and 
fees  to  high  school  seniors  who  sign  up,  apply  for  financial  aid,  and  meet  with  a  mentor. 
Carruthers  and  Fox  (2015)  examine  the  impact  of  Knox  Achieves  using  both  difference-in¬ 
difference  and  propensity  score  matching  and  find  large  impacts  on  high  school  graduation  and 
college  enrollment,  with  some  shift  from  the  four-year  to  two-year  sector.  Interestingly,  the 
program  achieves  these  large  effects  with  relatively  little  additional  financial  aid  ($971,  on 
average),  since  most  students  already  receive  significant  tuition  reductions  via  existing  federal 
and  state  programs.  This  points  to  the  fact  that  the  design  and  messaging  of  grant  programs,  not 
just  the  dollar  value  of  aid  provided,  can  be  a  significant  factor  in  influencing  student  outcomes. 

Since  the  launch  of  the  Kalamazoo  Promise,  3 1  communities  (including  locations  such  as 
El  Dorado,  AR  and  Pittsbitrgli,  PA)  have  implemented  promise  programs,  although  with 
significant  variatjon  in  details  such  as  scholarship  generosity  and  eligibility  criteria.  One  recent 
notable  entrant  is 'Chicago’s  Star  Scholarship,  created  in  2014,  which  provides  free  community 
college  to  students  with  ‘at  least,  a  3.0  high  school  GPA  who  test  out  of  remediation.  While 
marketed  as  a  “free  coltcgcT  program,  critics  have  noted  that  its  eligibility  requirements  make  it 
more  akin  to  merit-based  aid  given  that  only  about  15  percent  of  the  eity’s  high  school  graduates 
would  qualify  (Fain,  2014).  In  early  2015,  President  Obama  also  announced  his  own  free 
community  college  plan,  proposing  to  use  federal  funds  to  cover  75  percent  of  tuition  and  fees 
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for  community  college  students  in  states  that  commit  to  cover  the  remainder.'®  Many  details  of 
the  proposal  remain  to  be  seen,  however,  making  it  difficult  to  extrapolate  potential  impacts 
based  on  the  existing  body  of  research  evidence. 

2.4.  Tax  credits  and  deductions 

The  federal  government’s  tax  expenditures  on  higher-education-related  tax  credits  and 
deductions  were  valued  at  nearly  $19  billion  dollars  in  2014-15,  making  it  as  big  a  source  of  aid 
for  college  as  the  Pell  Grant  program  was  just  a  few  years  ago  (e.g.,  in  2008-09,  Just  prior  to  a 
dramatic  Pell  expansion  during  the  Great  Recession).  The  Hope  Tax  Credit  (HTC)  and  Lifetime 
Learning  Tax  Credit  (LLTC)  were  enacted  in  1997,  while  the  more  generous  American 
Opportunity  Tax  Credit  (AOTC)  has  been  available  since  2009.  For  families  who  do  not  qualify 
for  a  tax  credit,  tuition  and  fees  may  be  deducted  from  income.  Early  work  examining  the 
introduction  of  the  credits  using  survey  data  and  difference-in-difference  analysis  generated 
conflicting  findings  regarding  the  HTC  and  LLTC,  with  Long  (2004)  finding  no  effects  on 
college  enrollment  and  Turner  (2011)  finding  positive  effects  (using  the  October  Current 
Population  Survey  and  Survey  of  Income  and  Program  Participation,  respectively).  Recent  work 
by  Bulman  and  Hoxby  (2015)  and  Hoxby  and  Bulman  (2015  [this  issue])  utilizing  de-identified 
data  from  the  full  population  of  tax  returns  provides  the  cleanest  quasi-experimental 
identification  of  the  impact  of  these  tax  benefits,  ineluding  the  more  generous  AOTC.  They  make 
use  of  non-linearities  in  the  relationship  between  income  and  eligibility  to  identify  effects  (using 
regression  discontinuity,  regression  kink,  and  simulated  instruments  approaches)  that  ire  4iKicult 
to  pin  down  without  administrative  data.  They  provide  compelling  and  precise  evidence  that 


For  more  infonnation,  see  https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-offiee/2015/01/09/fact-sheet-white-house- 
unveils-america-s-collcge-promise-proposal-iuitio 


.  I  ^  — ^  .  H. 

p\7ERSiGHT 


15 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000471 


neither  tax  credits  nor  deductions  influence  college  enrollment,  perhaps  because  the  tax  benefits 
are  not  realized  until  months  after  the  enrollment  decision  has  been  made. 

2.5  Student  loans 

Compared  to  the  volume  of  research  on  grant  aid  and  tuition  discounts,  relatively  few 
studies  have  examined  how  student  loans  affect  college  enrollment,  performance,  or  completion. 
There  is  strong  evidence  of  the  value  of  student  loan  access  outside  the  U.S.,  in  countries  where 
student  loans  have  been  the  most  prominent  form  of  government  aid  for  college.  In  Chile,  access 
to  student  loans  is  determined  by  both  income  quintile  and  test  score.  Using  an  RD  design,  Solis 
(2014)  finds  that  college  enrollment  is  16  percentage  points  higher  for  those  who  barely  qualify 
for  loans  compared  to  those  who  barely  miss  the  test  score  cutoff  (from  a  baseline  college 
enrollment  rate  around  30  percent);  he  also  finds  that  the  program  virtually  eliminates  the  income 
gradient  in  college  enrollment  for  students  above  the  cutoff.  Examining  college  applicants  just 
above  and  below  a  credit  score  cutoff  for  loan  access  in  South  Africa,  Gurgand,  Lorenceau,  and 
Mclonio  (2011)  find  a  similarly  large,  20  percentage  point  increase  in  college  enrollment  for 
students  with  access  to  loans  (from  a  baseline  enrollment  rate  of  about  50  percent). 

It  is  difficult  to  extrapolate  from  these  studies  to  the  U.S.,  fe  svMch  loans  are  growing,  but 
still  only  one  component  of  a  broader  aid  system.  Heller  (2008)  reviews  the  non-experimental 
literature  on  whether  loans  increase  college  access  and  eoncludes  that  college  enrollments  are  not 
as  sensitive  to  loans  as  to  grants,  but  cannot  conclude  whether  or  not  they  may  still  be  cost- 
effective  (given  they  cost  the  government  only  a  few  cents  on  the  dollar  to  provide).  Dynarski 
(2005)  finds  suggestive,  but  ultimately  inconclusive  evidence  that  student  loan  expansions  in  the 
United  States  in  the  early  1990s  led  to  inereased  college  attendance.  Two  recent  studies  utilize 
institution-year  level  variation  in  whether  or  not  community  colleges  offer  access  to  federal  loans 
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and  find  hi^iet  )|4/^fof  '^^iiriieflt  intensity  and  persistence  for  students  who  have  access  to 
loans  (Dunl0^^^13;:^i©dci%^i^2  [this  issue]). 


3.  Navigating  complexity:  Informational  and  behavioral  interventions 

Given  the  growing  complexity  of  college  pricing  and  financial  aid,  information  and 
procedural  barriers  present  an  increasingly  important  challenge  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  U.S. 
system  of  college  finance.  Importantly,  financial  aid  is  not  the  only  aspect  of  the  college-going 
process  in  which  such  barriers  arise.  There  arc  many  other  decisions  and  steps  that  “add  up”  to 
postsccondary  access,  and  throughout  the  process  from  college  consideration  to  enrollment,  low- 
income  students  fall  behind  their  better-off  peers  in  completing  these  steps  (Avery  &  Kane, 
2004).  For  example,  although  SAT  /  ACT  taking  is  a  key  step  in  the  college-going  process, 
dramatic  socioeconomic  differences  exist  in  students  meeting  this  milestone.  An  estimated  30 
percent  of  students  in  the  bottom  income  quartile  take  the  SAT,  while  70  percent  of  students  in 
the  top  income  quartile  do  so  (Goodman,  2013).  Keeping  students  on  track  from  early  in  the 
process  is  critical,  however,  given  the  momentum  that  students  build  as  they  proceed  (Klasik, 
2012).  At  first  blush,  high  rates  of  failure  to  navigate  college-going  processes  effectively  may 
seem  surprising,  given  the  substantial  returns  to  a  college  degree.  Yet,  a  closer  look  reveals  many 
factors  that  can  hinder  students  from  realizinglil^? college  aspirations. 

While  informational  and  procedural  bdrHers  are  increasingly  included  in  discussions  of 
college  access  (particularly  as  they  relate  to  financial  aid  applications),  recognition  of  their 
intersection  with  broader  behavioral  barriers  has  begun  to  emerge  over  the  past  several  years. 
Behavioral  economics  provides  a  framework  for  understanding  departures  from  standard  models 
of  economic  behavior,  which  do  not  account  for  facets  of  human  behavior  including  limits  to 
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rationality  and  willpower  (Thaler  &  Mullainathan,  2008).  The  field  is  especially  relevant  for 
studying  students’  college  decisions,  given  the  need  to  weigh  costs  in  the  present  against  benefits 
in  the  future  (Lavccchia,  Liu  &  Orcopoulos,  2014),  and  given  that  young  adults  arc  particularly 
present-focused,  impulsive  and  inexperienced  in  handling  complex  tasks  (Casey,  Jones,  & 
Somerville,  2011;  Castleman,  2015;  Steinberg,  2008;  Steinberg,  Cauffman,  Woolard,  Graham,  & 
Banich,  2009). 

To  begin,  students  may  fail  to  engage  optimally  in  the  process  of  identifying  and 
applying  to  postsccondary  institutions  (Avery,  Howell  &  Page,  2014).  Even  among  college- 
aspiring  stud^ts,  a  surprising  share  fails  to  complete  an  application  to  any  college  (Roderick, 
Nagaoka,  Coca,  &  Moeller,  2009),  and  among  those  who  do  apply  to  four-year  institutions, 
many  students  fail  to  apply  to  an  appropriate  number  and  range  of  institutions,  even  though  it 
would  benefit  them  to  do  so  (Smith,  2013). 

What  barriers  keep  students  from  engaging  optimally  in  the  college  selection  and 
applio9.tidn  process?  Some  students  may  lack  access  to  information;  others  may  be  overwhelmed 
by  the  process  of  parsing  infonnation  on  the  volume  of  potential  postsccondary  options.  Either 
circumstance  may  drive  students  to  make  important  choices  that  are  haphazard  (Radford,  2013); 
based  on  simple  rules  of  thumb  (Pallais,  2015);  or  based  on  other  factors  that  are  not  a  good  basis 
for  decision  making,  such  as  the  desire  to  avoid  onerous  applications  or  attend  an  institution  with 
certain  residential  amenities  (Smith,  Hurwitz  &  Howell,  2015;  Thaler  &  Sunstein,  2008;  Ross, 
White,  Wright  & .  Knapp,  2013).  For  high-achieving,  low-income  students  who  are 
geographically  isolated  from  other  high-achieving  peers,  college  application  choice  sets  mirror 

'-v.  ^  -Si, 

'those  of  peers  who  are  socioeconomically  rath®?  dian  academically  similar  (Hoxby  &  Avery, 
2013).  Students  cuing  their  college  application  choices  off  of  the  decisions  of  preceding  cohorts 
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of  students  from  their  own  high  school  also  may  relate  to  issues  of  social  belonging  and  students’ 
overemphasis  on  aspects  of  their  own  identity  other  than  academic  success  (Walton  &  Cohen, 
2007).  Taken  together,  students  can  struggle  with  the  sheer  volume  of  options  that  they  have,  and 
are  more  likely  to  make  mistakes  when  their  decision  making  is  poorly  informed  (Milkman, 
Beshears,  Choi,  Laibson,  &  Madrian,  2012;  Ross  et  al,  2013). 

Decision  making  at  the  stages  of  college  application  and  college  selection  have 
contributed  to  postsecondaiy  “undermatch”  where  students  matriculate  to  institutions  that  are  not 
well-aligned  to  their  academic  and  other  credentials  (Bowen,  Chingos  &  McPherson,  2011; 
Dillon  &  Smith,  2013;  Smith,  Pender  &  Howell,  2013).  Descriptive  evidence  indicates  college 
match  as  important  to  ultimate  college  success,  given  that  students  are  more  likely  to  persist  to 
degree  attainment  if  they  attend  a  well-matched  institution  (Light  &  Strayer,  2000).  More 
generally,  both  descriptive  (Howell  &  Pender,  2015  [this  issue])  and  quasi-expcrimcntal 
evidence  (Goodman,  Hurwitz  and  Smith,  2015)  suggests  that  attending  a  higher  quality 
institution  has  substantial  impacts  on  college  completion.'* 

Even  among  recent  high  school  graduates  who  have  been  admitted  to  college  and 
successfully  navigated  the  financial  aid  application  process,  the  summer  transition  to  college  also 
involves  a  number  of  hurdles  to  timely  matriculation  including:  voluminous  institutional 
paperwork,  sometimes  exacerbated  by  a  lack  of  regular  internet  access;  delays  in  financial  aid 
packaging  due  to  income  verification  requirements;  challenges  in  financing  the  cost  of  actually 
traveling  to  campus;  and  unanticipated  charges  and  fees  present  on  a  student’s  tuition  bill 
(Castleman  &  Page,  2014a,b).  While  navigating  such  tasks  without  institutional  support  poses 
challenges,  this  summer  is  unique  in  that  students  are  no  longer  members  of  their  high  school  but 

' '  In  this  study,  in  particular,  the  relevant  comparison  is  primarily  between  state  four-year  institutions  and  two-year 
community  colleges. 
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have  yet  to  join  their  college.  As  a  result,  a  surprisingly  large  share  fail  to  transition  successfully 
to  college  in  the  fall  after  high  school  graduation  (Arnold,  Fleming,  De  Anda,  Castleman  & 
Wartman,  2009;  Castleman  &  Page,  2014a,b;  Daugherty,  2012;  Matthews,  Schooley  &  Vosler, 
2011;  Roderick  ct  al,  2008;  Stephan  &  Rosenbaum,  2013). 

In  sum,  the  complexity  of  the  college-going  process  itself  may  hinder  students  from 
achieving  greater  rates  of  college  access  and  success.  Given  the  challenges  that  this  context 
presents,  there  is  an  opportunity  to  improve  student  postsecondary  access  and  success  by  adding 
structure  to  students’  college  exploration  and  application  processes,  providing  additional 
guidance  and  support,  and  facilitating  decision  making  (Ross  et  al.,  2013).  In  recognition, 
education  practitioners  and  researchers  have  implemented  and  evaluated  a  number  of  potential 
solutions.  These  efforts  range  in  intensity  from  high-  to  low-touch  initiatives  and  include 
solutions  that  are  comprehensive  (e.g.,  working  with  students  through  all  steps  in  the  college¬ 
going  process)  to  those  that  are  focused  on  providing  information  and/or  support  to  address 
single  barriers,  such  as  applying  for  financial  aid  or  taking  the  SAT.  We  organize  our  summary 
of  related  evidence  along  these  dimensions. 

3. 1  Comprehensive  college-going  support 

When  considering  who  can  (or  should)  shepherd  students  through  the  college  process, 
one  obvious  possibility  is  high  school  counselors.  Indeed,  Hurwitz  and  Howell  (2014)  provide 
evidence  on  the  positive  impact  of  counselors  on  college-going  outcomes.  In  reality,  however, 
current  student-to-counselor  ratios  together  with  counselors’  many  other  responsibilities  translate 
to  counselors  having  little  time  to  provide  high  quality  and  personalized  college-going  support. 
The  average  U.S.  public  school  counselor  today  manages  a  caseload  that  is  almost  double  the 
American  School  Counseling  Association  recommended  250:1  (ASCA,  2012;  Planty  et  al., 
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2009),  and  many  counselors  lack  training  and  expertise  in  key  college-going  processes,  such  as 
applying  for  financial  aid  (Civic  Enterprises,  2011).  When  compared  to  their  higher-income 
peers,  lower  income  students  have  less  access  to  school-based  college  counseling  (Clinedinst  & 
Hawkins,  2009). 

A  set  of  efforts  have  focused  on  reaching  first-generation  and  low-income  students  with 
the  types  of  high-touch  personalized  supports  more  often  enjoyed  by  students  from  higher- 
income  backgrounds  (Avery,  Howell  &  Page,  2014b).  Programs  such  as  College  Possible  and 
Bottom  Line  deliver  comprehensive  advising  services  to  students  through  the  processes  of 
college  search  and  completing  college  and  financial  aid  applications.  Bottom  Line  is  unique  in 
that  it  purposefully  directs  students  to  selected  institutions  that  have  both  higher  graduation  rates 
and  low  levels  of  student  debt.  Experimental  evidence  on  College  Possible  and  quasi- 
experimental  evidence  on  Bottom  Line  based  on  an  RD  design  reveal  that  support  from  these 
organizations  has  led  to  increased  enrollment  in  four-year  institutions  (Avery,  2013;  Castleman 
&  Goodman,  2014).  In  the  case  of  Bottom  Line,  supported  students  were  more  likely  to  enroll  in 
those  institutions  specifically  endorsed  by  the  program  (Castleman  &  Goodman,  2014).  Bos, 
Berman,  Kane,  and  Tseng  (2012)  provide  experimental  evidence  that  similar  advising  provided 
by  near-aged  peers  led  to  significant  improvements  in  enrollment  in  four-year  public  institutions 
in  California,  and  Carrell  and  Sacerdote  (2013)  found  through  a  randomized  controlled  trial  that 
late-stage  college  advising  offered  to  students  who  were  college-ready  but  behind  in  the 
application  process  significantly  improved  college  enrollment  for  female  high  school  graduates 
in  New  Hampshire.  An  MDRC  led  experimental  study  finds  that  the  College  MATCH  program 
in  Chicago,  which  provides  college-going  support  to  students  through  a  combination  of 
classroom  activities  and  support  from  a  young  adult  or  near-peer  advisor,  is  successful  in 
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meeting  its  programmatic  goal  of  improving  the  selectivity  of  the  institutions  to  which  college¬ 
intending  students  apply  (Shcrwin,  2012). 

While  these  efforts  arc  all  geographically  limited,  other  federally-funded  programs  with 
broader  reach  have  also  sought  to  improve  college  counseling  both  in  and  out  of  school.  For 
example,  a  quasi-experimental  study  of  Talent  Search  revealed  positive  impacts  of  the  in-school 
counseling  it  provided  on  completion  of  college-going  tasks,  such  as  applying  for  aid, 

and  dircct-to-college  enrollment  (Constantine,  Seftor,  Martin,  Silva  &  Myers,  2006).  Ftnally^  a 
large-scale  randomized  trial  of  the  College  Advising  Corps  (CAC),  reveals  that  the  placement  of 
CAC  counselors  in  high  schools  led  to  modest  but  significant  improvements  in  SAT  and  AP 
course  taking^^Md  FAFSA  filing  (Bettinger,  Antonio,  Evans,  Foster,  Holzman,  Santikian  & 
Horng,  2012;  Horng  et  al.,  2013),  and  led  to  positive  effects  on  first-year  college  enrollment, 
particularly  for  Hispanic  students  and  student  from  low-income  backgrounds  (Bettinger  & 
Evans,  20 1 5). 

3. 2  Targeted  support 

Other  efforts  have  focused  more  narrowly  on  specific  tasks,  such  as  FAFSA  filing. 
TTumigh  a  collaborative,  experimental  effort  with  H&R  Block,  Bettinger,  Long,  Oreopoulos,  and 
Sanbonmatsu  (2012)  find  that  coupling  tax  preparation  with  FAFSA  completion  together  with 
providing  families  with  estimates  of  likely  levels  of  financial  aid  and  tuition  costs  at  nearby 
colleges  led  to  substantial  increases  in  rates  of  FAFSA  submission  as  well  as  financial  aid 
receipt,  college  attendance,  and  persistence.  For  example,  students  whose  parents  received 
FAFSA  assistance  were  8  percentage  points  more  likely  to  have  completed  at  least  two  years  of 
college.  Notably,  they  did  not  detect  any  improvements  among  families  who  received  aid 
information  but  not  direct  FAFSA  assistance.  This  finding  highlights  the  potential  limits  of 
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information-only  interventions,  particularly  in  helping  students  and  families  with  complex 
processes.  In  another  intervention  also  focused  on  financial  aid  applications,  Owen  (2012) 
evaluated  the  impact  of  increased  school  counselor  outreach  on  FAFSA  completion  and  college 
enrollment  in  the  Albuquerque  Public  Schools  (Albuquerque,  NM).  Covariate  controlled  year-to- 
year  differences  revealed  a  10  percentage  point  increase  in  FAFSA  completion  and  an  associated 
12  percentage  point  increase  in  on-time  college  enrollment. 

Another  step  in  the  college-going  process  that  has  received  attention  is  the  taking  of 
college  cntrjqjee  exams.  Several  states,  districts  and  schools  have  implemented  universal,  school- 
day  testing  pdlidies  that  work  to  substantially  mitigate  many  of  the  bsirriers.to  timely  SAT  or 
ACT  taking.'^  Such  strategies  help  to  alleviate  the  burdens  of  test  tljiug  and  also  help  to 
overcome  students’  perceptions  that  taking  these  assessments  is  incongruent  with  their  own 
identity.  Studies  that  capitalize  on  the  exogenous  shock  of  these  policies  being  introduced  in 
certain  geographies  and  at  certain  points  in  time  show  that,  as  would  be  expected,  these  policies 
have  a  sizeable  impact  on  rates  of  test  taking  (Goodman,  2013;  Hurwitz,  Smith,  Howell  &  Niu, 
2014;  Hyman,  2014;  Klasik,  2013). 

Fiifther,  these  testing  policies  can  have  important  impacts  on  both  whether  and  where 
studeois  enroll  in  college.  Analyzing  data  from  multiple  states,  Klasik  (2013)  reports  significant 
universal  testing  on  overall  college  enrollment  in  Illinois  and  positive  although 
effects  in  Colorado  and  Maine.  Capitalizing  on  student-level  data  held  by  the 
-  Cmle^^  I&ard,  Hurwitz  and  colleagues  (2014)  find  that  the  universal  policy  in  Maine  did 
increase  four-year  college  ^ro^tlment  rates  by  2  -  3  percentage  points  (4-6  percent)  overall,  and 


States  implementing  school-day  ACT  policies  include:  Arkansas,  Colorado,  Illinois,  Kentucky,  Louisiana, 
Michigan,  Montana,  North  Carolina,  Tennessee,  Utah  and  Wyoming  (http://ww\v.act.org'stateserviceb )  and  states 
implementing  school-day  ACT  policies  are  States  implementing  school-day  SAT  policies  are  Delaware,  Idaho  and 
Maine,  as  well  as  certain  districts  and  schools  in  Florida,  Indiana,  Maryland,  New  Jersey  and  Texas 
(http://professionals.collegcboard.com/liigher-ed/recmitmcnt/sat-test/school-day) 
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that  this  impact  was  driven  particularly  by  changes  ^tSldents  from  high  schools  in  small  towns 
and  rural  areas  in  Maine.  Further,  the  Maine  policy  increased  by  10  percentage  points  college 
enrollment  among  those  students  who  would  not  sit  for  the  SAT  absent  the  policy.  Of  those 
students  induced  into  testing  by  virtue  of  these  universal  policies,  large  shares  (many  of  whom 
were  from  disadvantaged  backgrounds),  perform  well  enough  on  the  exam  to  qualify  for 
competitive  admissions  sehools  (Goodman,  2013).  While  data  limitations  prohibit  Goodman 
from  disaggregating  impacts  by  salient  student  characteristics,  she  nevertheless  finds  that  as  a 
result  of  these  policies,  selective  college  enrollment  rose  by  approximately  20  percent,  with  no 
effect  on  overall  college  enrollment. 

A  seeond  strategy  for  improving  rates  of  SAT  /  ACT  taking  is  the  establishment  of  a 
testing  center  on  a  high  school  campus.  This  allows  students  to  take  the  relevant  exam  in  their 
own  high  schools  on  a  given  test  administration  day  rather  than  having  to  travel  to  an  alternate 
location.  Capitalizing  again  on  geographic  afld  tiiSe  variation,  Bulman  (forthcoming)  estimates 
that  in  schools  that  establish  new  centers,  students  are  8  percent  more  likely  to  take  a  college 
entrance  exam,  with  particularly  strong  impacts  at  low-income  schools  (where  the  impact  was 
approximately  a  15  percent  increase  in  test  taking).'^  Further  analyses  indicate  that  alleviating 
barriers  to  SAT  taking  may  be  particularly  beneficial  fesr  low-income,  high-achieving  students. 

■-y 

Taken  together,  sevtsral  mechanisms  may  be*at  play  in  the  impacts  discussed  here. 
SAT/ACT  test  taking  itself  is  an  important  milestone  in  the  college-going  process  (Klasik,  2012). 
The  school  day  policies  and  the  introduction  of  local  test  centers  both  increase  awareness  of  and 
reduce  travel  and  other  hassle  costs  associated  with  test  taking  itself  Further,  these  policies 
underscore  an  implicit  recommendation  that  students  should  be  taking  eollege  entranee  exams.  In 

Bulman  defines  a  low-income  school  one  where  at  least  30  percent  of  students  qualify  for  free  or  reduced  price 
lunch. 
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addition,  after  taking  the  test  and  learning  their  own  score,  students  may  receive  important 
feedback  regarding  their  own  competitiveness  as  candidates  for  selective  colleges  and 
universities  and  may,  in  turn,  revise  their  perceptions  regarding  the  benefits  of  college  as  well  as 
their  own  college  potential.  In  sum,  for  a  surprising  number  of  students,  the  decision  to  take  a 
college  entrance  exam  is  sensitive  to  small  barriers.  Overcoming  these  barriers  leads  to  changes 
in  enrollment  decisions. 

3.3  Low-touch  information  and  nudges 

Much  of  the  evidence  on  SAT/ACT  test  taking  policies  find  particularly  strong  impacts 
among  high-achieving,  low-income  students.  Hoxby  and  Turner  (2013)  provide  experimental 
evidence  on  a  student-outreach  effort  to  provide  thiS;ji{b#oup  of  students  with  semi-customized 
packets  of  information  about  college  net  costs  and  application  processes  as  well  as  no-paperwork 
application  fee  waivers.  The  intervention  -  Expanding  College  Opportunity  -  was  inexpensive 
(approximately  $6  /  student)  and  led  to  increases  in  the  rates  with  which  the  focal  students 
applied,  were  accepted  to,  and  attended  high  quality  colleges  and  universities.  It  did  not, 
however,  lead  to  increases  in  college  enrollment  overall.  The  intervention  did  not  impact 
freshman  year  grades,  implying  that  focal  students  were  able  to  be  equally  competitive 
academically,  even  at  higher-quality  postsecondary  institutions. 

In  a  much  less  comprehensive  information-based  intervention,  the  College  Board  recently 
collaborated  in  the  development  of  a  “College  Is  Affordable”  brochure  that  was  then  distributed 
to  lower-income  families  with  middle  school  students  in  North  Carolina.  In  particular,  the  goal  of 
the  brochure  was  to  educate  families  about  college  net  price.  Treatment  and  comparison  families 
were  then  surveyed  regarding  their  knowledge  of  postsecondary  financing.  Families  receiving 
the  brochure  were  more  likely  to  report  knowing  the  cost  of  attending  college  in  North  Carolina; 
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agreeing  that  most  students  pay  less  than  colleges’  list  prices;  and  agreeing  that  students  from 
low-income  families  could  attend  college  at  low  to  no  cost  (College  Board,  2012).  Similarly, 
Oreopoulos  and  Dunn  (2013)  report  that  high  school  students  are  much  more  likely  to  aspire  to 
postsecondary  education  after  receiving  information  about  the  costs  and  benefits  of  college. 
These  efforts,  taken  together,  indicate  that  students  and  their  families  likely  stand  to  benefit  from 
improved  aecess  to  eollege-related  information  foeused  on  eollege  fmaneing  as  well  as  other 
aspects  of  the  college-going  proeess. 

Indeed,  the  past  few  years  have  also  seen  a  proliferation  of  tools  intended  to  provide 
students  and  families  with  better  information  about  important  metrics  related  to  college  cost  and 
quality.  These  inelude  tools  sueh  as  the  White  House  College  Seoreeard,  the  FAFSA4Caster,  net 
price  calculators  (NPCs),  and  the  financial  aid  package  shopping  sheet.  Given  their  recent 
development,  we  have  limited  evidence  on  these  tools’  potential  for  impact  on  college-related 
decisions  and  outcomes.  Rosinger  (2014)  finds  through  a  randomized  eontrolled  trial  that  use  of 
the  shopping  sheet  has  little  impact  on  students’  enrollment  and  borrowing  decisions.  Anthony, 
Page  and  Scldin  (2015)  provide  descriptive  evidence  that  estimates  provided  by  the  federal 
template  NPC  can  vary  substantially  from  actual  financial  aid  awards,  potentially  limiting  its 
promise  for  putting  meaningful  information  in  the  hands  of  students  as  they  making  deeisions 
about  the  postsecondary  institutions  to  which  to  apply.  As  noted  above,  in  their  H&R  Block 
FAFSA  experimestt,  Bettingcr  and  colleagues  (2012)  found  no  impact  on  FAFSA  or  college 
enrollment  outeC'tneS'of  simply  providing  information  about  FAFSA  and  financial  aid  at  the  time 
of  tax  filing.  This  limited  set  of  evidenee  suggests  that  it  may  be  too  optimistic  to  expect  that 
these  tools,  in  isolation,  will  have  a  meaningful  impact  of  students’  eollege-going  outeomes.  In 
fact,  it  may  be  reasonable  to  expect  that  such  tools  aiming  to  making  information  about  college 
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cost  and  quality  more  transparent  will  have  more  impact  on  the  behavior  of  postsecondary 
institutions  compared  to  the  behavior  of  individual  students  and  families  (Loewenstein,  Sunstein 
&  Golman,  2014).  This  is  an  area  of  future  research. 

Finally,  simple  reminders  and  well-framed  encouragements  or  “nudges”  also  have  been 
shown  to  be  effective  in  a  variety  of  settings  for  improving  follow-through  with  desirable  actions 
(Armstrong  et  al,  2009;  Dale  &  Strauss,  2009;  Karlan  et  al,  2010;  Thaler  &  Sunstein,  2008).  In 
educational  contexts,  providing  students  with  nudges  can  help  reduce  inertia  and  students’ 
tendency  to  procrastinate  and  can  help  students  to  make  positive  changes  to  their  daily  activities 
to  contribute  to  more  success  as  a  student  (Lavecchia  et  al.,  2014).  Nudging  initiatives  have 
shown  several  early  successes  in  the  educational  context  (Bergman,  2013;  Kraft  &  Rogers,  2014; 
York  &  Loeb,  2015).  For  example,  a  number  of  experimental  interventions  show  that  summer 
outreach  and  the  offer  of  support  delivered  by  counselors,  near-aged  peers,  or  by  automated  text 
messaging  serve  to  significantly  summer  mitigate  attrition  from  the  college-going  pipeline  and 
improve  college  success  (Castleman,  Arnold  &  Wartman,  2012;  Arnold,  Castleman,  Chewning 
&  Page,  2015;  Castleman,  Owen  &  Page,  2015  [this  issue];  Castleman,  Page  &  Schooley,  2014; 
Castleman  &  Page,  2014a,  2015,  forthcoming). 

Nudges  can  help  students  overcome  their  attentional  failure  by  providing  reminders  that 
are  well-timed  to  correspond  to  the  windows  of  opportunity  during  which  students  would 
optimally  focus  on  particular  tasks.  Wcll-tijiji^  nudges  may  actually  serve  to  capitalize  on 
students’  relative  impulsivity,  encouraging  theim  to  make  progress  with  a  particular  task  in  the 
moment  rather  than  putting  it  off  to  an  unspecified  future  time  (Castleman  &  Page,  2014b).  Thus, 
there  may  be  promise  in  low-touch  nudges  and  reminders  to  support  students  throughout  the 
college-going  process. 
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4.  Interventions  aimed  at  easing  the  academic  transition  to  college 

Not  all  students  who  successfully  enroll  in  college  enter  academically  ready.  With 
increased  rates  of  college  enrollment  have  come  increased  rates  of  students  unprepared  for 
college-level  coursework.  Estimates  suggest  that  among  recent  cohorts  of  high  school  students, 
only  one  of  every  three  to  four  students  is  academically  prepared  as  defined  by  successfully 
graduating  from  high  schools,  engaging  in  a  college-preparatory  high  school  curriculum  and 
meeting  a  minimum  threshold  of  skill  in  basic  literacy  (Chen,  Wu,  &  Tasoff,  2010;  Greene  & 
Forster,  2003). 

Of  course,  academic  preparation  for  college  is  a  long  process  that  starts  well  before  the 
end  of  high  school,  and  a  comprehensive  examination  of  human  capital  production  from  infancy 
onward  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  review.  Nevertheless,  there  are  academic  challenges  specific 
to  the  transition  to  college  that  arc  distinct  from  concerns  about  student  achievement  more 
broadly.  In  particular,  high  school  graduation  requirements  are  generally  poorly  aligned  with 
requirements  for  collcgc-lcvcl  coursework  although  students  arc  not  aware  of  this  (Kirst  & 
Venezia,  2004;  Rosenbaum,  Dcil-Amcn,  &  Person,  2006).  Moreover,  access  to  college- 
preparatory  coursework  and  college  counseling  are  not  equally  available  at  all  high  schools:  low- 
income  and  minority  students  have  both  fewer  opportunities  to  obtain  the  academic  preparation 
required  for  college  and  less  “college  knowledge”  regarding  what  is  expected  in  the  first  place 
(sec  review  by  Goldrick-Rab,  2010).  In  this  section  we  review  the  evidence  on  interventions  to 
address  the  disconnect  between  high  school  and  college  academics,  grouping  them  by  whether 
the  intervention  is  primarily  based  at  the  postsecondary  institution,  or  at  the  high  school,  though 
in  some  interventions  this  distinction  is  intentionally  blurred. 

4. 1  Remedial  coursework 
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Remedial  coursework  is  perhaps  the  most  widespread  and  costly  intervention  aimed  at 
addressing  perceived  skill  deficiencies  among  incoming  college  students.  Remedial  or 
“developmental”  courses  provide  basic  instruction  in  reading,  writing,  and  mathematics,  but  do 
not  bear  college  credit.  Most  two-year  colleges  and  many  non-selectivc  four-year  colleges 
require  incoming  students  to  be  screened  for  possible  remedial  placement  prior  to  their  initial 
course  registration.  Typically,  placement  is  based  upon  whether  students  exceed  a  cutoff  on  a 
placement  exam;  those  scoring  below  the  college-level  cutoff  may  be  required  to  take  and  pass 
one  or  more  remedial  courses  before  enrolling  in  collcgc-lcvcl  courses  in  the  given  subject.  Half 
of  all  undergraduates  will  take  at  least  one  remedial  course;  among  those  who  take  any,  the 
average  is  2.6  remedial  courses  (Scott-Clayton,  Crosta,  &  Belfield,  2014).  Scott-Clayton  et  al. 
(2014)  estimate  that  with  over  three  million  new  students  entering  college  each  year,  this  implies 
a  national  cost  of  nearly  $7  billion  dollars  annually.  Relatively  few  students  who  enter 
remediation  ever  even  attempt  college-level  coursework  (Bailey,  Jeong,  &  Cho,  2010).  But 
because  students  entering  remediation  arc  disadvantaged  to  begin  with,  this  fact  alone  is  not 
infonuativc  about  the  causal  effect  of  remediation. 

Several  studies  using  RD  analysis  to  compare  students  just  above  and  below  remedial  test 
score  cutoffs  have  generally  found  null  to  negative  impacts  of  remediation.  For  example, 
Martorell  and  McFarlin  (2011)  examine  administrative  records  for  over  250,000  students  in 
Texas  public  two-  and  four-year  colleges:  those  just  below  the  test  score  threshold  had 
significantly  lower  rates  of  persistence  and  college  credit  accumulation,  with  no  impact  on 
degree  attainment  and  future  labor  market  earnings.  Studies  in  Florida  and  in  a  large  urban 
community  college  system  using  analogous  data  and  methods  found  similarly  null  to  negative 
effects  on  academic  outcomes  (Calcagno  &  Long,  2008;  Scott-Clayton  &  Rodriguez,  2015). 
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A  typical  caveat  in  RD  studies  is  that  they  identic  average  treatment  effects  local  to 
students  scoring  near  the  cutoff— that  is,  the  highest  scoring  remediated  students  and  the  lowest 
scoring  non-remediated  student — and  thus  one  interpretation  of  the  RD  evidence  may  be  that  the 
existing  remedial  cutoffs  arc  set  too  high.  Evidence  regarding  impact  heterogeneity  by  ability 
does  in  fact  suggest  that  the  negative  effects  of  remediation  may  be  largest  for  higher-ability  or 
lower-academic-risk  students  (Martorell  &  McFarlin,  2011;  Scott-Clayton  &  Rodriguez,  2015). 
Conversely,  several  RD  studies  examining  very  low-scoring  students — who  are  at  the  margin 
between  higher  and  lower  levels  of  remediation — have  found  some  positive  effects  of  being 
assigned  to  the  more  intensive  remedial  treatment  (Boatman  &  Long,  2010;  Dadgar,  2012; 
Hodara,  2012). 

Two  studies  take  advantage  of  seemingly  arbitrary  variation  in  placement  test  cutoff 
policies  across  public  institutions  within  a  given  state,  using  distance  to  college  as  an  instrument 
for  students’  probability  of  remediation.  The  first  of  these,  by  Bcttingcr  and  Long  (2009),  also  is 
one  of  the  only  studies  to  find  positive  effects  of  remedial  (versus  collcgc-lcvcl)  assignment. 
Their  analysis  strategy  requires  limiting  the  sample  to  studteate  who  took  the  ACT,  making  this 
one  of  the  few  studies  to  examine  predominantly  four-year  enrollees.  They  find  some  important 
positi^i^l^i^acts,  including  an  increase  in  bachelor’s  degree  completion  within  four  years.  On  the 
other  hahd,  even  this  study  finds  some  negative  impacts.  For  example,  in  both  English  and  math, 
remediated  students  completed  significantly  fewer  total  credits,  while  those  remediated  in  math 
were  more  likely  to  drop  out  in  their  first  year.  A  more  recent  study,  by  GlE^felter,  Ladd, 
Muschkin,  and  Vigdor  (2015)  uses  a  similar  distance-based  instrument  to  examine  community 
college  enrollees  in  North  Carolina.  They  find  strong  negative  effects  on  the  likelihood  of  ever 
passing  a  college-level  course  in  the  relevant  subject,  as  well  as  on  “college  success,”  broadly 
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defined  to  include  degree  or  diploma  completion,  or  completion  of  at  least  10  transferable 


courses  within  four  years  of  entry. 

Across  studies,  this  overall  negative  (or  at  best  mixed)  set  of  findings  is  consistent  with  possible 
heterogeneity  of  effects  across  students  with  different  characteristics  and/or  preparation.  A 


related  explanation  is  that  the  tests  used  to  determine  who  should  be  remediated  appear  to  be 


poor  predictors  of  who  would  do  well  in  college-level  courses.  Scott-Clayton,  Crosta,  and 


first,  towards  reducing  remedial  placement  rates  through  the  use  of  early  awareness  and 
alternative  placement  measures;  and  second,  towards  delivering  remedial  course  content  more 
efficiently  to  limit  the  diversion  of  students  from  collcgc-lcvcl  coursework.  An  example  of  the 
first  strategy  is  the  Early  Assessment  Program  (EAP)  in  California,  in  which  high  school  juniors 
took  the  college  placement  exams.  This  gave  students  time  to  address  academic  gaps  during  the 
senior  year  of  high  school.  Evidence  capitalizing  on  changes  over  time  in  students’  exposure  to 
EAP  indicates  that  this  testing  and  feedback  strategy  reduced  remediation  rates  in  college 
without  discouraging  those  who  were  underprepared  from  coi]itj,«uing  on  (Howell,  Kurlacndcr,  & 
Grodsky,  2010).  Another  example  comes  from  Long  City  College  (LBCC),  which 

switched  from  a  test-based  placement  tool  to  a  high-school  transcript  based  process  in  2012. 
While  the  policy  change  was  not  formally  evaluated,  LBCC  reports  that  the  percentage  of 
students  taking  and  successfully  completing  college-level  math  and  English  courses  tripled  and 
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quadrupled,  respectively,  the  year  the  new  policy  was  introduced  (Oakley,  2014).  Emerging 
experimental  evidence  from  Evans  and  Henry  (2015)  finds  that  use  of  computer-adaptive 
placement  testing,  together  with  targeted  feedback  and  the  opportunity  to  retest  resulted  in  a  7  - 
9  percentage  point  increase  in  college-level  math  placement,  without  leading  to  a  reduction  in 
college  course  success. 

Rigorous  causal  evidence  on  the  impact  of  alternative  remedial  instruction  is  more 
limited.  Descriptive  evidence  suggests  the  potential  promise  of  technology-based  strategies, 
including  online  and  other  self-directed  learning  tools  (Edgecombe,  201 1;  Epper  &  Baker,  2009; 
Jenkins,  Speroni,  Belfield,  Jaggars,  &  Edgecombe,  2010;  Zachry  &  Schneider,  2008).  Boatman 
(2012)  utilizes  an  RD  design  to  evaluate  such  strategies  and  finds  positive  impacts  of  revised 
remedial  programs,  at  least  on  short-run  outcomes  such  as  early  college  persistence  and  credits 
attempted. 

4.2  Dual  enrollment  and  other  high-school  based  interventions 

While  remediation  may  be  conceptualized  as  bringing  high  school  work  into  college, 
another  approach  to  smoothing  the  academic  transition  from  high  school  to  college  is  to  expose 
students  to  college-level  work  while  they  are  still  in  high  school.  Importantly,  some  of  the 
interventions  in  this  domain  are  crafted  not  only  to  address  academic  barriers,  but  also  to 
mitigate  informational  and  financial  barriers  as  well.  The  oldest  initiatives  in  this  vein  are  the 
Advanced  Placement  (AP)  and  International  Baccalaureate  (IB)  programs.  Both  programs  offer 
rigorous  courses  in  various  subjects,  arc  taught  by  high  school  teachers,  and  culminate  in 
external  exams  through  which  (depending  upon  the  score  received)  students  may  earn  college 
credit  at  some  institutions.  Non-experimental  evaluations  of  these  programs  have  consistently 
found  that  participation  is  positively  correlated  with  academic  outcomes  including  high  school 
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graduation,  college  enrollment,  and  college  performance  (e.g.,  Chajewski,  Mattem  &  Shaw, 
2011;  Saavedra,  2011). 

Of  course,  even  careful  non-experimental  analyses  with  rich  observable  control  variables 
may  overstate  effects  if  the  students  who  participate  in  these  programs  are  unobservably  more 
motivated  or  more  interested  in  college.  The  most  rigorous  available  evidence  also  finds  positive 
effects,  albeit  of  a  somewhat  more  modest  magnitude.  Jackson  (2010)  uses  administrative  data 
from  Texas  to  examine  the  expansion  of  the  AP  Incentive  Program  (APIP),  which  provided 
monetary  incentives  to  students  (and  their  teachers)  for  passing  scores  on  AP  exams.  Using  a 
difference-in-difference  design  that  exploited  variation  in  the  timing  of  schools’  entry  into  the 
program,  Jackson  finds  that  i^ool-level  participation  in  the  program  led  to  mi^  A?  test  taking, 
higher  scores  on  college  entrance  exams  (SAT  and  ACT),  and  a  five  percent  increase  in  the  share 
of  students  enrolling  in  college.  Capitalizing  on  millions  of  student  records  and  a  continuous  raw 
score  that  underlies  reported  integer  AP  scores.  Smith,  Hurwitz  and  Avery  (2015)  utilize  an  RD 
design  to  examine  the  impact  of  just  passing  Advanced  Placement  exams.  Local  to  the  passing 
threshold,  students  who  earn  a  college-credit  bearing  score  are  one  to  two  percentage  points  (per 
exam)  more;U|t^J  to  earn  a  bachelor’s  degree  within  four  yeans,  with  more  modest  impacts  on 
six-year  degree  attainment  rates.  Together,  these  results  suggest  that  at  the  margin  of  passing, 
earning  AP  credit  primarily  influences  time  to  degree  but  not  ultimate  degree  attainment. 

Dual  enrollment  programs  arc  similar  to  AP  or  IB  in  that  they  enable  students  to  earn 
both  college  and  high  school  credit  simultaneously,  but  unlike  AP  or  IB  the  credit  comes  from 
the  course  itself  rather  than  from  an  external  exam.  A  further  important  distinction,  highlighted 
by  Karp  (2015)  is  that  beyond  simply  offering  more  rigorous  courses,  dual  enrollment  creates  a 
mechanism  for  better  collaboration  and  coordination  between  the  secondary  and  postsccondary 
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sectors.  As  with  AP  and  IB,  rigorous  research  on  dual  enrollment  is  limited.  Non-experimental 


analyses  have  found  some  positive  effects  on  postsccondary  enrollment,  persistence,  and 
completion  (CCRC,  2012).  While  the  validity  of  results  from  non-experi mental  comparisons 
may  be  threatened  by  unobserved  confounding  variables,  a  careful  propensity  score  analysis  by 
An  (2013)  finds  that  the  strong  positive  relationship  between  dual  enrollment  asd  GSjJKfiletion 
is  robust  to  the  omission  of  even  large  potential  confounders.  The  mos.t  n^Fbhs  quasi- 
experimental  study  compares  high  school  students  f  loriGta  jtist  above  and  below  a  test  score 

.  .  , i r, I ft-' 

cutoff  for  program  eligibility  2011).  Using  lil  tfegreSSioh-discontinuity  design,  the  author 

finds  no  effect  of  dual  enrolimenf  on  high  schoor  of  cefiege  outcomes  in  general.  However, 


students  just  barely  eligible  for  college  algebra  were  substantially  more  likely  to  enroll  and 
graduate  from  college  than  those  just  below  the  cutoff. 

Perhaps  the  most  intensive  strategy  to  “bring  the  college  experience  into  high  schools”  is 
to  restructure  the  high  school  as  an  “early  college.”  Indeed,  about  280  early  and  middle  college 
high  schools  (E-MCHSs)  exist  across  the  country,  often  located  on  college  campuses,  enabling 
students  to  take  college  courses  and,  in  some  cases,  to  cam  an  associate’s  degree  during  high 
school.  These  hig4  SChbols  offer  college  exposure  to  a  wider  range  of  students  than  either 
traditional  dual  enrollment  or  AP/IB  programs,  which  are  more  academically  selective  (Barnett, 
Maclutsky,  &  Wagonlander,  20 1 5). 

Berger,  Turk-Bicakei,  Caret,  Knudson,  &  Hoshen  (20 1 4)  use  a  randomizcd-lottcry  design 
to  evaluate  student  outcomes  at  lO  early  colleges  across  the  country  that  had  more  applicants 
than  they  had  seats.  Students  randomly  offered  ECHS  admission  were  significantly  more  likely 
to  earn  college  credits  and  complete  a  two-year  college  degree  than  those  who  lost  the  lottery. 
While  these  differences  emerged  before  the  end  of  high  school,  they  persisted  to  the  end  of  the 
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follow-up  period  (with  a  17  percentage  point  difference  in  associate’s  degree  completion  seven 
years  after  students  entered  9'**  grade).  A  second  study  in  progress  uses  a  similar  research  design 
with  oversubscribed  schools  in  North  Carolina  (Edmunds,  2010).  Results  to  date  indicate  that 
enrollment  in  an  ECHS  had  significant,  positive  effects  on  several  student  outcomes,  including 
student  attendance  and  suspension  rates,  remaining  academically  on-track  for  col|,cg^» 
accumulation  of  college  credit  while  in  high  school,  and  academic  performance  and  persistence 
in  college  (Edmunds  et  al,  2012;  Unlu,  Yamaguchi,  Bernstein  &  Edmunds,  2010).  While  hfghly 
compelling,  the  effects  for  oversubscribed  schools  may  not  generalize  to  eaily  colleges  more 
broadly. 


5.  Affirmative  action  and  “Top  X%”  plans 


4^  <0 


The  barriers  to  college  acceaps^w^f^wftEdisettSap^ove — financial,  informational  and 


behavioral,  and  academic — are  obviou^;j^^‘ffitrtiMly5^!fil^^  For  )ow-ineome,  minority,  and 


first-generation  college  students — oft^^^^aiC&fafeted-ffl^tii^resourced  high  schools — these 

at  underrepresented  minorities 


barriers  may  compound.  It  is  also  important-to 


iiriT*-r?r» 


face  additional,  distinct  barriers — including  highly  segregated  schools  and  neighborhoods 
(Rothstein,  2015)  as  well  as  both  implicit  and  explicit  discrimination  (Bertrand,  Chugh,  & 
Mullainathan,  2005).''*  While  we  do  not  survey  the  full  depth  of  research  on  affirmative  action  in 
college  admissions,  we  highlight  key  findings  from  this  literature  below.  For  more  detailed 
reviews,  see  Arcidiacono  and  Lovenheim  (2015),  Hinrichs  (2012,  2014),  or  Holzer  and  Neumark 


(2006). 


'■*  See  Arcidiacano  &  Lovenheim  (2015)  for  a  recent  review  of  the  justifications  for  and  empirical  evidence  on 
affirmative  action  policies  and  “percent  plans.” 
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Early  studies  documeot  sharp  declh^gi  in  minority  enrollment  at  selecirre  public 
institutions  after  affirmative  action  bans  arc  enacted  (Tienda,  Leicht,  Sullivan,  Maltese,  &  Lloyd, 
2003;  Kain,  O’Brien,  &  Jargowsky,  2005).  But  one  key  finding  from  the  subsequent  literature  is 
that  such  bans  primarily  affect  where  students  enroll  and  complete  degrees,  rather  than  whether 
they  do  so  at  all  (an  important  caveat  however,  is  that  there  are  many  more  studies  of  the 
application/enrollment  margins  than  the  completion  margin).  Several  recent  studies  have 
identified  the  effects  of  affirmative  action  by  comparing  changes  in  minority  student  enrollment 
(or  other  outcomes)  within  states  that  implemented  affirmative  action  bans  (California,  Texas, 
Washington,  and  Florida)  to  changes  in  states  that  did  not  implement  such  bans.  For  example, 
Hinrichs  (2012,  2014)  utilizes  a  difference-in-difference  approach  with  data  from  a  national, 
institution-level  database  (IPEDS)  as  well  as  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  and 
American  Community  Survey.  His  results  suggest  that  such  bans  have  little  effect  on  minority 
enrollments  or  bachelor’s  degree  completions  overall,  but  substantially  reduce  the  likelihood  that 
minorities  enroll  in  or  complete  a  bachelor’s  degree  at  a  selective  four-year  institution.  Other 
studies  with  similar  findings  include  Backes  (2012),  who  examines  enrollment  and  completion 
using  IPEDS  with  a  difference-in-difference  approach;  Long  (2004),  who  uses  a  triple-difference 
to  examine  SAT  score-sending  behavior  in  California  and  Texas  among  those  who  took  the  test 
(over  time,  across  states,  and  across  minority  status);  and  Dickson  (2006),  who  examines  SAT 
test-taking  in  Texas  within  the  same  high  schools,  before  and  after  the  ban. 

A  complication  faced  by  many  of  these  studies  is  that  states  and  institutions  in  many 
cases  actively  developed  new  policies  and  programs  intended  to  counter  the  effects  of  the 
affirmative  action  bans,  so  difference-in-difference  estimates  will  capture  the  combined  effect  of 
eliminating  affirmative  action  and  implementing  nevv  ptxjgratus  in  response,  rather  than  the 
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isolated  effect  of  instituting  a  ban.  Texas’s  “Top  10%”  plan,  whieh  guarantees  admission  to  any 
in-state  public  institution  to  students  who  rank  in  the  top  10%  of  their  high  school  class,  is  the 
most  notable  example  of  an  alternative  policy.'^  If  high  schools  were  fully  segregated  by  race, 
such  a  policy  would  ensure  admission  for  10%  of  students  within  each  racial  group.  But  as 
Hinrichs  (2012)  notes,  the  reality  is  that  high  schools  are  not  eompletely  segregated,  and  “fewer 
than  x%  of  minorities  are  in  the  top  x%  of  their  high  school  class”  (p.  715).  This  may  explain 
why  such  alternatives  do  not  appear  to  completely  undo  the  effects  of  affirmative  action  bans  for 
minorities.  Cortes  (2010)  examines  how  the  switch  from  affirmative  action  to  the  top  10%  policy 
in  Texas  affected  the  post-enrollment  outcomes  of  minority  students  differentially  by  high  school 
class  ranking.'*  She  finds  that  persistence  and  graduation  were  fist  or  declining  for  minority 
students  below  the  top  decile,  while  the  same  outcomes  were  increasing  for  minority  students  in 
the  top  10%  (as  well  as  for  non-minority  students  throughout  the  distribution).  Daugherty, 
Martorell,  &  McFarlin  (2014)  use  a  regression  discontinuity  strategy  around  school-level 
eligibility  cutoffs  and  find  that  students  who  just  barely  qualified  were  much  more  likely  to 
attend  a  state  flagship  institution.  But  this  eame  at  the  expense  of  private  eollege  enrollments, 
such  that  there  were  no  effects  on  enrollment  in  general  or  on  quality  of  college  attended. 

One  critique  of  both  affirmative  action  and  top  X%  plans — and  possible  explanation  of 
limited  effeets  on  enrollment — is  that  they  may  be  of  limited  use  to  students  facing  additional 
barriers  like  the  ones  described  elsewhere  in  this  review.  To  counter  these  multiple  barriers,  the 
University  of  Texas  at  Austin  implemented  the  Longhorn  Opportunity  Scholarship  program.  The 


In  2009,  UT-Austin  was  allowed  to  limit  the  proportion  of  students  admitted  under  the  Top  10%  plan  to  75 
percent  of  the  incoming  class,  meaning  that  students  who  just  barely  make  the  top  10%  still  may  not  meet  the 
effective  cutoff  for  UT-Austin.  Florida  and  California  also  have  so  called  “percent  plans”  but  they  only  guarantee 
admission  to  some  public  four  year  institution,  not  to  the  institution  of  the  student’s  choice  as  in  Texas  (Cortes, 
2010). 

Her  analysis  uses  administrative  data  from  the  Texas  Higher  Education  Opportunity  Project  (THEOP)  and  as  such 
is  conditional  on  enrolling  in  some  public  institution  in  the  state;  however,  given  other  evidence  that  the  enrollment 
margin  is  unaffected,  this  is  a  reasonable  limitation. 
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program  targeted  lat/M^-lscome,  underrepresented  high  schools  (which  serve  disproportionately 
minority  student  populations)  for  additional  outreach,  and  provided  generous  financial  assistance 
and  enhanced  academic  supports  to  graduates  of  these  high  schools  if  admitted  to  UT-Austin 
(Andrews,  Ranchhod,  &  Sathy,  2010).  The  first  cohort  eligible  for  the  program  completed  high 
school  in  in  1999,  one  year  after  the  Top  10%  plan  went  into  effect  and  two  years  after  Texas’s 
affirmative  action  ban.  Dickson  (2006),  using  a  high  school  fixed-effects  approach,  finds 
evidence  that  the  program  significantly  increased  SAT-taking  at  targeted  high  schools.  Andrews 
ct  al.  (2010)  use  a  diffcrcncc-in-diffcrcncc  approach  with  matched  comparison  schools  and  find 
that  the  program  substantially  increased  applications  to  UT-Austin.  They  additionally  find  the 
largest  effects  for  students  in  the  top  decile  of  class  rank,  who  were  guaranteed  admission, 
consistent  with  the  notion  that  for  low-income  or  underrepresented  populations,  college 
application  decisions  “arc  subject  to  multiple  constraints”  (p.  1 13).'^ 


6.  Discussion 

In  this  review  we  have  isolated  and  discussed  various  barriers  to  college  access.  Yet  these 

.  v;  'Vi'Y' 

barriers  can  interact,  and  successful  transition  to  college  requires  navigating  all  or  at  some 
combination  of  them.  Indeed,  from  this  rich  and  growing  literature  on  barriers  to  college  access 
and  prospective  solutions,  a  dominant  theme  that  emerges  is  the  overall  complexity  of  the 
college  transition.  Given  this  complexity,  policy  solutions  that  focus  on  just  one  type  of  barrier — 
such  as  college  affordability — may  lead  to  improved  access,  but  may  not  be  the  most  effective 
use  of  resources  if  other  challenges  still  stand  in  students’  way.  For  example,  additional  grants 
funds  that  allow  students  to  enroll  in  college  may  not  be  well  invested  if  students  use  these  funds 


’’  Andrews  et  al.  (2010)  perform  the  same  analysis  for  the  Century  Scholars  program,  a  similar  program  operated  by 
Texas  A&M,  and  also  find  positive  results,  although  the  magnitudes  are  smaller  and  not  statistically  significant  for 
as  many  deciles. 
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to  attend  institutions  that  do  not  maximize  their  chances  of  persistence  and  success.  Similarly, 
the  potential  benefits  to  helping  students  select  and  apply  to  a  set  of  well-matched  colleges  may 
not  be  fully  realized  if  students  and  families  have  actual  or  perceived  financial  barriers  that  keep 
them  from  investing  in  higher  education.  Thus,  the  most  effective  solutions  may  be  ones  that 
seek  to  address  multiple  barriers  to  college  access  together,  rather  than  in  isolation. 

Finally,  we  have  set  aside,  with  limited  exceptions,  the  question  of  what  happens  with 
students  once  they  get  through  the  door  of  college.  While  many  of  the  interventions  that 

we  examined  may  support  both  access  and  completion,  it  is  also  possible  fw  these  two  goals  to 
come  into  conflict,  particularly  in  the  context  of  limited  resources.  When  institutional  resources 
are  constrained,  higher  education  systems  may  face  a  tradeoff:  serve  more  students  with  lower 
quality,  or  fewer  students  with  higher  quality  academic  opportunities  and  other  services  (Barr, 
2010).  At  the  extreme,  if  resources  are  spread  too  thin,  it  is  conceivable  that  an  institution  could 
increase  its  number  of  graduates  by  decreasing  the  number  of  students  admitted. 

Consider  the  implications,  for  example,  of  a  comprehensive  community  college 
intervention  established  by  the  City  University  of  New  York,  called  ASAP  (AcceleratedStudy  in 
Associate  Programs).  The  program  not  only  waives  tuition  and  fees,  but  also  requires  full-time 
enrollment,  provides  free  transportation,  intensive  advising,  career  services,  special  seminars  and 
other  supports.  After  three  years,  students  randomly  assigned  to  the  program  were  nearly  twice 
as  likely  to  have  earned  an  associate’s  degree  compared  to  the  control  group  (40  percent  versus 
22  percent  (Scrivener  et  al.,  2015).  But  the  program  is  not  cheap:  at  least  in  its  initial 
implementation,  ASAP  represented  a  60  percent  increase  in  per-student  expenditure. 
Importantly,  however,  it  cost  less  per  graduate  than  business-as-usual  (Levin  &  Garcia,  2013).  A 
social  cost-benefit  analysis  easily  justifies  spending  the  resources  needed  to  expand  the  number 
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of  students  served,  if  those  resources  exist.  On  the  other 
results  suggest  the  system  would  produce  more  graduates 
like  intensity.'* 

Unfortunately,  in  the  U.S.,  resources  for  higher  education  have  not  expanded  as  fast  as 
enrollments.  In  fact,  at  the  state  level,  expenditures  are  falling  in  real  terms.  In  the  face  of 
competing  priorities,  the  share  of  state  budgets  devoted  to  higher  education  fell  from  8  percent  in 
1980  to  4  percent  in  2010  (Mettler,  2014).' On  a  per-student  basis,  state  funding  has  fallen  30 
percent  since  its  peak  in  1987-88,  from  $10'176  to  $7,161  per  student  (Baum  &  Ma,  2014).  Thus, 
the  tension  between,  quantity  served  and  quality  of  service  [§  not  a  hypothetical  one.  A  key 
implication  th^S^^ving  college  access  is  not,  on  its  owa^likely  to  be  sufficient  to  eliminate 
socioeconoraie'^^  itr.educational  attainment:  the  “marginal”  students  induced  into  college  by 
virtue  of  the  programs  and  policies  discussed  above  disproportionately  enter  the  public 
institutions  at  which  resOQ:^  constraints  arc  most  acute.  Given  current  trends  in  per-student 
funding,  the  tension  between  promoting  access  and  maintaining  quality  is  likely  only  to  increase 
in  the  coming  years. 
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Introduction 


Each  year,  tens  of  millions  of  Americans  make  choices  about  higher  education.  They  decide 
whether  to  go  to  college,  which  school  to  attend,  the  level  of  education  or  training  to  pursue, 
and  whether  to  enroll  far  across  the  country  or  close  to  home.  Once  enrolled  in  a  higher 
education  institution,  students  face  another  set  of  important  choices,  including  whether  to 
continue  the  program  they're  enrolled  in,  transfer  to  another,  or  leave  their  studies  to 
immediately  begin  a  career.  To  give  a  sense  of  scale,  in  the  fall  of  2013,  roughly  20  million 
students  were  enrolled  in  4,724  degree-granting  institutions,  up  from  10.2  million  students  in 
3,004  institutions  in  1974.  At  the  same  time,  there  were  another  472,000  students  attending 
over  2,500  non-degree  granting  institutions  that  often  involve  shorter  term  certificate  programs.^ 
Uncounted  in  these  numbers  are  the  millions  of  individuals  who  considered  college  but  opted 
not  to  attend,  and  the  millions  more  who  chose  to  leave  their  college  studies. 

Prospective  students  and  their  families  must  grapple  with  assessing  which  of  the  many 
institutions  available  will  best  prepare  them  to  achieve  their  goals.  The  decisions  to  pursue  a 
degree,  which  type,  and  at  which  institution  all  have  a  lasting  impact  on  students  and  their 
futures.  For  example,  obtaining  a  bachelor's  degree  can  increase  lifetime  earnings  by  a  million 
dollars  relative  to  not  pursuing  postsecondary  education  (Carnevale,  Rose,  and  Cheah,  2014),  and 
evidence  suggests  that  the  'quality'  of  the  school  attended  can  have  large  consequences  for 
future  outcomes.  Similarly,  differences  in  the  price  of  attendance  across  institutions  affect  the 
financial  returns,  and  may  lead  to  differences  in  the  amount  that  students  have  to  borrow,  which 
may  also  affect  their  career  decisions  and  personal  lives  in  meaningful  ways.  Despite  the 
importance  of  this  decision,  there  is  a  surprising  lack  of  clear,  easy  to  use,  and  accessible 
information  available  to  guide  the  students  making  these  choices. 

College  presidents  and  administrators,  federal  and  state  policymakers,  and  researchers  are  also 
increasingly  interested  in  questions  of  institutional  quality.  College  leaders  need  information  on 
the  performance  of  other  institutions  to  better  share  and  adopt  best  practices.  Meanwhile, 
policymakers  need  better  information  to  steward  taxpayer  dollars  to  schools  that  provide  a  good 
education  to  students  and  help  students  graduate  with  more  opportunities.  In  the  2013-2014 
academic  year,  state  governments  spent  $76.2  billion  in  appropriations  and  grants  to  finance 
higher  education,  and  the  federal  government  provided  $48.9  in  financial  aid  and  other 
educational  benefits  (including  tax  benefits)  (College  Board  2014a,  2014b).  Reliable  data  is  key  to 
assessing  institutional  performance  and  determining  how  resources  could  be  more  efficiently 
allocated  to  benefit  students. 

Limited  information  about  college  outcomes  partially  reflects  the  complexity  of  measuring 
quality  in  higher  education.  Higher  education  institutions  are  diverse  and  provide  a  variety  of 
benefits  to  both  students  and  society  as  a  whole.  Since  students  have  diverse  goals— ranging 
from  deepening  their  understanding  of  a  field  about  which  they  are  passionate  to  improving  their 


*  Digest  of  Education  Statistics  (2014).  https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/2014menu_tables.asp.  These  figures 
are  for  Title  IV  participating  institutions  only.  See  Tables  301.10  and  317.30. 
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core  skills  and  competencies  to  finding  a  well-paying  career  or  working  in  a  particular  occupation, 
and  to  other  goals— and  institutions  cater  to  different  interests  and  learning  styles,  an  institution 
at  the  top  of  one  prospective  student's  list  may  be  at  the  bottom  of  another's.  Similarly,  a  college 
that  excels  in  one  area,  such  as  producing  scientists  responsible  for  important  innovations,  may 
lag  in  another,  such  as  preparing  students  for  a  career  in  business. 

Institutions  that  participate  in  the  federal  student  aid  programs  must  demonstrate  that  their 
students  are  able  to  repay  their  student  loans  under  the  cohort  default  rate  and  gainful 
employment  provisions.  These  requirements  intentionally  focus  on  only  one  outcome  of  higher 
education  -  successful  student  loan  repayment  -  and  do  not  attempt  to  define  or  measure  the 
broader  purposes  ©f  higher  education.  In  addition,  the  gainful  employment  rules  focus  on  a 
category  of  Vocational  programs  that  are  explicitly  intended  to  lead  to  gainful  employment  in  a 
recognized  occupation  and  therefore  can  sensibly  be  evaluated  on  the  basis  of  employment  and 
debt  outcomes  alone.  As  a  result,  some  of  the  issues  raised  in  this  paper  may  not  be  relevant  for 
these  existing  accountability  requirements.^ 

Efforts  in  the  field  are  directed  towards  developing  more  comprehensive  ;;^rip;'s^Mative 
measures  of  institutional  quality.  There  is  still  value,  however,  in  creating  sepaf^te‘r||e.&iii.fes  of 
various  dimensions  of  college  performance  so  that  individuals  and  stakeh'clf|i^|*^ij|  use 
actionable  information  to  assess  institutions  according  to  their  own  priorit[^|j„St|t|i^|  care 
about  which  school  will  best  prepare  them  to  achieve  their  goals,  whether  that  involves  certain 
earnings  after  graduation  or  pursing  a  specific  career  path.  Simple  differences  in  student 
outcomes  may  be  informative  about  differences  in  the  institutions'  contributions  to  students' 
success,  but  they  may  also  be  influenced  by  differences  in  the  types  of  students  who  attend  those 
schools.  Regardless  of  the  school  they  attend,  students  may  have  differing  outcomes  depending 
on  their  prior  academic  achievements,  drive,  interests,  and  other  characteristics.  Since  schools 
attract  and  select  drffenent  types  of  students,  it  may  be  hard  to  isolate  the  causal  contribution  of 
schools  to  students':  auteomes  -  that  is,  how  the  individual  student's  outcome  changed  as  a  result 
of  attending  a  particular  college.  Despite  challenges  in  measurement,  however,  it  is  clear  that 
students  need  the  information  available  now  to  help  them  search  for  and  select  a  college,  and 
colleges  need  better  information  to  benchmark  and  improve  their  performance. 

To  address  the  lack  of  information  about  college  quality  and  costs,  the  Administration  has  created 
a  new  College  Scorecard  to  provide  reliable  and  unbiased  information  about  college 
performance.  Armed  with  this  accessible  and  accurate  information,  students  and  their  families 
will  be  able  to  make  more  informed  decisions  and  better  understand  the  consequences  and 


^  The  Department  of  Education  has  concluded  that  student  characteristics  are  unimportant  in  the  operation  of  the 
gainful  employment  rules  because  student  characteristics  exhibit  a  n^^^elrelationship  with  the  gainful 
employment  metric  (debt  to  earnings  ratio)  among  applicable  gainful ^apfe^ent  programs;  this  is  much  less  the 
case  when  comparing  a  broader  set  of  outcomes  across  the  full  spectdiftt^Sigher  education  institutions. 

Moreover,  in  a  case  where  some  absolute  level  of  an  outcome  is  deemed  the  minimum  acceptable  performance 
level,  policy  makers  should  not  consider  using  adjusted  outcome.s,  since  such  an  approach  would  likely  permit 
worse  outcomes  for  disadvantaged  students.  Adjusting  such  outcomes  may  also  fail  to  disincentivize  predatory 
recruitment  practices  that  hurt  students  and  divert  taxpayer  funds  away  from  high-quality  education  programs. 
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tradeoffs  of  their  choices.  This  report  provides  an  overview  of  the  new  measures  of  college 
performance  created  as  part  of  this  effort  and  notes  some  important  limitations  in  the  data  that 
should  be  kept  in  mind  in  their  use.  While  most  of  these  data  do  not  necessarily  reflect  how  a 
specific  individual's  outcome  would  change  were  he  or  she  to  attend  a  particular  college,  this 
report  offers  exploratory  analyses  of  how  federal  data  may  be  used  to.  measure  an  institution's 
impact  on  a  subset  of  performance  measures.  It  also  presents  measures  of  college  performance 
that  might  be  of  interest  for  accountability  purposes  and  discusses  several  lessons  learned  from 
the  data.  While  challenges  remain,  the  College  Scorecard  data  described  in  this  report  are  a  large 
step  toward  helping  students  and  their  families  evaluate  college  choices;  these  never-before- 
released  national  data  about  post-college  outcomes  thus  encourage  colleges  to  streng^o®; 
supports  that  help  students  persist  in  and  complete  college,  and  to  provide  incre||^|'| 
opportunities  for  disadvantaged  students  to  get  a  college  education.  Moreover,  further  reslltw-^ 
by  academics,  discussions  with  stakeholders,  and  consultations  with  the  public  can  take 
advantage  of  the  increased  transparency  that  these  data  afford  to  enable  further  progress  in 
measuring  college  outcomes  and  the  causal  impact  of  colleges. 


.  I  ^  — ^ 
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I.  Defining  and  Measuring  Qualtt^^  Ifi  Higher  Education 


The  data  described  in  this  report  reveal  wide  variation  in  the  outcomes  experienced  by  students 
attending  different  institutions  of  higher  education.  Figure  1-1  summarizes  this  variation  for 
several  key  outcomes  across  two-  and  four-year  institutions:  The  fraction  of  students  who 
completed  a  degree  at  their  institution,  the  fraction  of  borrowers  successfully  repaying  their  loan 
three  years  after  entering  repayment,  and  the  median  earnings  of  students  who  received  federal 
aid  who  attended  an  institution  10  years  after  they  began  their  studies.  Each  vertical  bar  in  the 
Figure  depicts  the  10*^-90'^  percentiles  of  the  outcome  on  the  x-axis:  The  bottom  of  the  bar 
indicates  the  outcome  (e.g.,  the  completion  rate,  or  median  earnings  among  an  institution's 
students)  of  the  institution  at  the  10*’’  percentile  of  institutional  outcomes,  and  the  top 
corresponds  to  the  outcome  of  the  institution  at  the  90*^  percentile.  The  darker  shaded  part  of 
the  bar  ranges  from  the  25**’  to  the  75**’  percentile— the  interquartile  range— and  the  line  in  the 
middle  of  that  region  indicates  the  value  of  the  outcome  for  the  median  institution. 
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Figure  1-1:  Distribution  of  Key  Outcome  Measures 
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Note:  Data  are  for  the  most  recent  cohorts.  150%  completion  rates  from  IPEDS,  3 
year  repayment  rates,  and  10  year  earnings  are  used. 

Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


Figure  1-1  shows  that  outcomes  for  the  typical  student  vary  dramatically  across  institutions.  For 
example,  among  four-year  institutions,  at  the  median  institution,  about  half  of  students  complete 
their  degree.  This  is  in  contrast  to  the  top  10  percent  of  four-year  institutions,  where  more  than 
four  in  five  students  complete  their  degree,  and  the  bottom  10  percent,  in  which  fewer  than  one 
in  five  students  do  so.  Similarly,  a  typical  student  who  attends  a  four-year  institution  at  the  top 
10**'  percentile  of  the  institutional  earnings  distribution  has  earnings  of  about  $55,000  per  year, 
while  a  typical  student  who  attends  a  four-year  institution  at  the  bottom  10**’  percentile  has 
annual  earnings  of  about  $30,000.  If  this  difference  remained  constant,  cumulated  over  a  30  year 
working  career,  a  typical  student  at  a  top  school  would  earn  over  $300,000  more  than  a  student 
at  a  bottom  10**’  percentile  school,  in  present  value.  In  fact,  this  is  likely  an  underestimate  since 
earnings  growth  tends  to  be  higher  for  workers  with  higher  earnings. 


.  I  ^  — ^ 
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The  striking  differences  in  outcomes  across  institutions  suggest  that  many  students  may  be 
making  suboptimal  choices  in  where  to  attend  college,  and  more  generally  that  many  institutions 
are  not  generating  the  best  outcomes  for  students.^  This  hypothesis  is  reinforced  by  the  fact  that 
Figure  1-1  shows  large  differences  in  student  outcomes  even  among  two-year  colleges  which 
tend  to  have  open-admissions  policies.  An  alternative  explanation,  however,  is  that  the 
differences  in  outcomes  may  reflect  differences  in  the  types  of  students,  for  example  in  their 
academic  preparation  or  interests,  or  in  institutional  mission.  For  instance,  post-enrollment 
earnings  may  be  low  at  a  religious  institution  or  school  of  music  regardless  of  the  quality  of  the 
institution.  Conversely,  at  vocational  colleges,  earnings  may  more  accurately  reflect  quality. 
Before  evaluating  institutions,  it  is  important  to  understand  the  extent  to  which  these  differences 
in  student  characteristics  or  institutional  goals  drive  variation  in  outcomes,  as  opposed  to 
institutional  quality.  This  section  defines  the  term  "quality"  as  it  is  used  in  this  report,  and  briefly 
discusses  some  conceptual  and  empirical  challenges  in  its  measurement. 


Defining  Quality 


A  useful  definition  of  quality  for  the  purpose  of  this  discussion  is  "the  degree  to  which  education 
services  increase  the  likelihood  of  desired  outcomes."^  The  essence  of  this  definition  is  that 
quality  is  defined  by  the  causal  effect  that  attending  an  institution  has  on  its  students'  outcomes, 
and  not  based  on  inputs  such  as  the  types  of  students  it  enrolls. 


There  are  several  broad  challenges  that  make  measuring  quality  in  higher  edU]6§|fe|^4iflfei^lt.  As 
discussed  below,  one  of  those  challenges  relates  to  the  difficulties  in  measuring^feiB^^|:ji^ipact 
of  an  institution  on  student  outcomes,  given  the  pervasive  sorting  of  certain  tyi^fes#^3^a^ts  to 
certain  institutions.  It  is  worth  emphasizing  at  the  outset  that  while  direct  estimates  of  thb  causal 
impact  of  institutions  on  valued  outcomes  would  be  ideal,  this  does  not  imply  that  coarser 
information  cannot  or  does  not  convey  important  quality  information.  Indeed,  several  studies  in 
other  contexts  demonstrate  that  imperfect  proxy  measures  of  quality— even  simple  mean 
outcomes— can  be  useful  guides  for  individual  decision  making  (Hoxby  and  Turner,  2013;  Kane 
and  Staiger,  2008).  Simple  differences  in  average  outcomes  may  be  informative  for  some 
purposes,  such  as  determining  whether  students  may  be  able  to  repay  loans  based  on  the  level 
of  their  debt  relative  to  their  earnings.  In  general,  however,  without  credible  estimates  of 
institutions'  causa) it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  differences  in  average 


*  Of  course,  not  ilf  all  students  as  their  choices  are  limited  in  a  variety  of  ways.  In 

addition  to  location,  many  schools  are  accessible  only  through  a  competitive 

admissions  process  that  w^H  hb^4few'^^iin’students  to  choose  institutions  attractive  to  them  that  may  offer 


better  results.  Moreover,  many  institutions,  especially  those  with  high  outcomes,  do  not  expand  their  enrollment 
to  accommodate  all  qualified  applicants  (in  part  due  to  incentives  to  maintain  their  selectivity).  Thus,  while  better 
information  can  help  students  make  more  optimal  decisions  among  the  institutions  open  to  them,  admissions 
constraints  mean  that  they  may  not  necessarily  be  able  to  move  to  some  of  the  institutions  with  the  highest 
outcomes  described  in  this  report.  Importantly,  however,  the  data  reveal  wide  variation  in  outcomes  even  among 
less-  and  non-selective  schools  within  the  same  region. 

^  This  paraphrases  a  definition  from  the  Institute  of  Medicine  (1990),  which  also  adds  the  process  oriented 
condition  "...  and  are  consistent  with  current  professional  knowledge."  While  potentially  important,  process 
factors  such  as  pedagogic  practices,  etc.  are  not  considered  in  this  report. 
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IV  of  this  report. 
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II.  Information  and  Decision  Making  in  Postsecondary  Education 


A  natural  framework  to  consider  the  types  of  information  most  useful  to  students  is  to  view 
students  as  making  choices  between  colleges  (or  attending  college  versus  not  enrolling  at  all) 
that  attempt  to  maximize  their  expected  net  benefits.  To  do  so,  prospective  students  need 
information  on  the  potential  outcomes  and  financial  costs  associated  with  alternative  choices, 
conditional  on  their  interests  and  talents.  Several  features  of  this  framework  are  important  in 
considering  the  types  of  information  students  need: 

1.  The  set  of  outcomes  and  college  attributes  relevant  for  college  choice  is  likely  to  be 
extremely  large,  since  students  have  heterogeneous  goals  related  to  higher  education. 
As  a  result,  any  source  of  college  information  will  be  an  incomplete  guide  for  some 
students  who  will  need  to  use  outside  sources  to  find  information  on  their  particular 
interests.  As  discussed  below,  however,  there  is  a  core  set  of  information  that  most 
students  indicate  is  very  important  to  their  decisions. 

2.  Prospective  students  assign  different  relative  importance  to  expected  outcomes  and 
college  attributes,  so  presenting  combined  summary  measures  of  several  individual 
outcomes  may  obscure  important  information. 

3.  Cost  of  attendance  may  differ  dramatically  based  on  family  income,  academic  background 
(or  other  characteristics  such  as  athletic  or  artistic  prowess),  and  financial  aid  availability. 
Each  student  cares  about  what  he  or  she  will  likely  need  to  pay,  so  providing  customized 
information  is  important. 

4.  Finally,  student  outcomes  at  each  institution  may  vary  with  student  characteristics  such 
as  family  income  or  academic  interests.  Customized  information  about  differences  in 
outcomes  for  students  with  their  own  characteristics  can  be  helpful  to  students.  This 
means  examining  each  institution's  contribution  by  asking,  what  are  the  outcomes  for 
students  with  similar  characteristics  across  different  institutions? 

In  addition  to  providing  information  to  prospective  students  and  their  families,  there  is  growing 
demand  from  federal,  state,  and  local  governments  for  information  about  the  performance  of 
higher  education  institutions  and  to  know  whether  investments  in  these  institutions  are  paying 
off.  While  these  actors  likely  value  the  same  information  as  potential  students  because  they  value 
the  net  benefits  of  education  to  students,  they  are  also  likely  to  put  value  on  a  broader  set  of 
benefits  and  costs  generated  by  colleges.  These  are  discussed  in  greater  detail  below. 


Information  to  Guide  Student  and  Family  Choices 

Potential  Students  Have  Varied  Goals  and  Infomation  ^eeds 

Students  pursue  higher  education  with  a  variety  of  goals  in  mind.  A  UCLA  review  of  incoming 
freshman  at  four-year  colleges  found  that  the  most  reported  reason  to  attend  college  (at  about 
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85  percent  of  students)  was  the  ability  to  get  a  better  job,  and  about  75  percent  of  students 
stated  that  getting  training  for  a  sp^fejflf  ^  was  also  very  important.  The  second  most 
common  answer,  indicated  by  over  8ii,||^:ftiBnt  of  students,  was  learning  more  about  areas  of 
interest;  and  over  70  percent  stated  that  gaming  a  general  education  and  appreciation  of  ideas 
in  college  was  very  important  too  (Eagan  et  al.,  2014).  Similar  data  from  a  poll  by  New  America 
found  that  while  roughly  90  percent  of  students  go  to  college  to  improve  employment 
opportunities,  make  more  money,  and  get  a  good  job,  over  80  percent  also  aim  to  "learn  more 
about  a  favorite  topic  or  area  of  interest"  and  "become  a  better  persoqi|.«||^man,  2015).  Over 
half  of  the  respondents  to  the  New  America  survey  rated  the  following'i^l^s  as  important  or 
very  important  reasons  to  attend  a  specific  school:  The  majors  or  progtlilS%ffered,  availability 
of  financial  aid,  cost,  location,  number  of  graduates  employed  full-time  in  field  within  six  months, 
graduation  rates,  starting  salaries  for  graduates,  average  amount  borrowed,  and  loan  default 
rates.  ^ 


Public  college  attendees  weight  affordability  and  location  as  key  reasons  for  enrolling  in  a  specific 
institution,  while  private,  nonprofit  four-year  students  weight  reputation  and  location  most 
highly  (Radford,  Tasoff,  and  Weko,  2009).  Students  from  different  demographic  groups  also  may 
have  different  priorities.  Older  students  are  often  driven  by  career  change  or  advancement  goals 
younger  students'  career  goals  relate  to  entry  into  a  field  of  choice  (National  Postsecondary 
l^^ation  Cooperative,  2007).  Distance  and  cost  also  matter  more  for  older  students  and  those 
from  disadvantaged  backgrounds  (Eagan  et  al.,  2014;  National  l^^^^ndary  Education 
Cooperative,  2007). 


Given  the  heterogeneity  in  the  goals  and  priorities  of  students,  a  comprehensive  rating 

of  institutions  that  incorporates  information  about  their  goals,  weighted  in  a  way  that  matches 
their  priorities,  is  challenging.  Instead,  providing  clear  and  transparent  information  about  the 
costs  and  attributes  of  college  is  both  important  and  feasible.  It  is  important  that  students  and 
families  clearly  understand  the  costs  they  can  expect  to  incur  through  their  studies,  the  amount 
of  loan  payments  they  will  have  to  make  if  they  finance  the  cost  of  attendance  through 
borrowing,  and  a  sense  for  whether  they  will  be  successful  in  attaining  a  degree  and  in  the  labor 
market  upon  leaving  the  institution.  These  factors  may  not  be  the  most  important  criteria  to 
students  and  their  families,  but  it  is  important  that  the  information  exist  so  it  can  inform  choices 
about  whether  and  where  to  attend  college.  Armed  with  detailed,  relevant  information  on 
financial  costs  and  benefits,  students  can  more  fairly  evaluate  the  tradeoffs  of  attending  a  certain 


institut|«?nand  understand  the  financiqil'j^^^^cations  of  their  decisions. 


How] 


^  More  and  Better  Informali^i^Pi^Ip? 

A  large  and  growing  body  of  literature  shows  that  individuals  considering  whether  and  where  to 
attend  college  currently  have  too  little  information  about  costs  and  outcomes.  Providing  more 
and  better  information  to  consumers  can  measurably  improve  prospective  student  outcomes. 


*  The  New  America  polling  sample  consists  of  representative  1,011  U.S.  residents  ages  16-40  planning  to  attend 
college  in  the  next  12  months  or  who  are  in  their  first  semester  of  a  two-  or  four-year  college. 
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Information  about  Affordability 

College  costs  are  hard  to  accurately  assess,  especially  for  low-income  parents  who  are  less  likely 
to  have  attended  college  themselves.  Avery  and  Kane  (2004)  find  that  low-income  and  first- 
generation  college  students  tended  to  overestimate  the  cost  of  college  and  failed  to  take  steps 
in  the  application  process  that  would  reduce  this  cost,  such  as  filling  out  financial  aid  forms  or 
applying  for  application  fee  waivers.  Other  studies  corroborate  the  difficulty  that  low-income 
parents  and  students  have  in  accurately  estimating  costs  (Grodsky  and  Jones,  2007;  Horn,  Chen, 
and  Chapman,  2003).  Much  of  this  behavior  appears  to  be  driven  by  confusion  over  federal,  state, 
and  institutional  financial  aid  that  can  reduce  the  tuition  paid  by  a  student  below  the  advertised 
rate.  A  survey  by  the  College  Board  (2010),  for  example,  found  that  59  percent  of  students  looked 
only  at  stated  levels  of  tuition  (sticker  price)  in  evaluating  the  cost  of  attending  a  school,  without 
taking  into  account  financial  aid  like  Pell  Grants  and  school-provided  aid.  This  may  affect  if  and 
where  students  ultimately  decide  to  enroll  in  school,  given  that  students  who  overestimate  costs 
are  less  likely  to  matriculate  in  any  degree  program,  believing  the  price  is  higher  than  it  actually 
is  (Hastings  et  al.,  2015). 

Multiple  studies  have  found  that  increasing  the  amount  of  information  students  receive  about 
financial  aid  has  significant  effects  on  application  and  enrollment  rates.  For  instance,  Bettinger 
et  al.  (2009)  found  that  students  who  received  assistance  filling  out  their  FAFSA  and  personalized 
aid  estimates  were  significantly  more  likely  to  file  the  FAFSA  (15.7  percentage  points  more  than 
students  in  the  control  group,  or  40  percent)  and  enroll  in  college  (29  percent).  For  students  from 
low-income  families,  the  college  enrollment  impact  was  even  greater  (40  percent).® 

Similarly,  Hoxby  and  Turner  (2013)  evaluated  an  intervention,  the  Expanding  College 
Opportunities  (ECO)  project,  intended  to  improve  the  information  that  high-achieving,  low- 
income  students  have  when  applying  to  college.  The  study  tested  several  interventions  to  assess 
why  high-achieving,  low-income  students  do  not  apply  to  more  selective  schools,  including 
providing  application  guidance  to  find  schools  that  were  a  good  academic  fit,  offering  information 
about  the  differences  between  net  and  list  prices,  and  offering  fee-waivers  for  nearly  200 
selective  colleges.  The  study  found  that  the  combined  effect  of  all  of  the  interventions  was  to 
cause  targeted  students  to  apply  and  gain  admission  to  more  selective  institutions  and  ultimately 
to  enroll  in  institutions  with  higher  graduation  rates  and  higher  levels  of  student  spending— both  * 
measures  of  school  quality  made  available  to  students.  While  the  study  found  that  information 
about  net  price  alone  may  not— unsurprisingly— lead  students  to  ultimately  enroll  in  higher 
quality  (or  better  academic  fit)  institutions,  the  pattern  of  results  for  each  intervention  suggests 
that  both  the  "net  cost"  and  "application  guidance"  portions  increase  the  number  of  applications 
students  send. 

Information  about  Earnings,  and  Other  Student  Outcomes 

There  is  growing  evidence  suggesting  the  information  that  students  have  about  the  extent  to 
which  college  choice  might  lead  to  different  outcomes,  particularly  in  the  labor  market,  is  poor. 
Economic  literature  suggests  that  uncertainty  in  the  returns  to  college  can  deter  many  students 


*The  absolute  increase  was  nearly  7  times  smaller  for  low-income  families,  but  relative  to  a  much  smaller  baseline 
enrollment  rate  the  increase  was  proportionally  larger. 
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from  attending  college,  even  those  who  would  have  benefited  financisllf  fBeckman,  Lochner, 
and  Todd,  2006).  Students  from  lower-income  families  and  those  who  are  first-generation  college 
students  have  even  less  access  to  information  and  are  more  concerned  with  cost  (National 
Postsecondary  Education  Cooperative,  2007). 

Key  outcome  measures  that  students  and  their  families  rn^t^/aonsider  include  graduation  and 
transfer  rates,  measures  of  labor  market  success  like  earnfi^^d  employment,  and  a  sense  for 
how  much  they  will  need  to  pay  for  their  education,  includfHg amount  of  loan  payments  they 
will  need  to  make  after  completing  their  studies  and  the  likelihood  they  will  be  able  to  afford 
these  payments.  Armed  with  detailed,  relevant  information  on  financial  costs  and  benefits, 
students  can  more  fairly  evaluate  the  tradeoffs  of  attending  a  certain  institution  and  understand 
the  financial  implications  of  their  decisions. 

Research  shows  considerable  variation  in  the  earnings  that  high-school  and  undergraduate 
students  associate  with  various  levels  of  education  and  experience  (Betts,  1996;  Dominitz  and 
Manski,  1996).  One  study  found  that  college  students  are  misinformed  about  population 
earnings,  but  that  they  revised  their  earnings  expectations  and  retained  that  information  after 
being  provided  with  accurate  details  on  education  and  earnings  potential  (Wiswall  and  Zafar, 
2013).  Another  study  found  that  providing  students  with  median  earnings  and  earnings  variability 
led  to  different  expectations  and  major  choices  for  students  (Ruder  and  Van  Noy,  2014).  Both 
uncertainty  about  and  systematic  underestimation  of  the  returns  to  schooling  may  lead  to 
students'  underinvestment  in  education. 

Jacobson  and  LaLonde  (2013)  present  data  suggesting  that  insufficient  information  about  student 
outcomes  is  a  pervasive  problem  in  community  colleges  as  well.  In  particular,  they  document  that 
many  potential  trainees  underestimate  the  returns  to  career-oriented  or  vocational  programs, 
some  of  which  can  lead  to  earnings  nearly  50  percent  higher  than  degrees  in  lower-return  fields. 
Jacobson  and  LaLonde  suggest  that  individuals  who  can  benefit  from  training  most  frequently 
have  poor  access  to  reliable  information  from  friends  and  relatives  on  returns,  and  that  training 
institutions  devote  too  small  a  fraction  of  their  resources  to  helping  trainees  make  optimal 
choices  about  which  program  is  right  for  them. 


Information  to  Guide  Accountability  Efforts 

A  related  but  distinct  use  for  college  performance  measures  is  to  enable  "consequential 
accountability"  policies  (referred  to  in  this  paper  simply  as  accountability).  These  systems  tie 
funding  or  increased  oversight  to  performance  outcomes.’  Meaningful  accountability  efforts  are 
focused  encouraging  colleges  and  universities  to  focus  on  outcomes  for  students  from  a 
diverse  ^nge  of  backgrounds  rather  than  just  inputs  such  as  enrollment,  to  drive  improved 


^  Hanushek  and  Raymond  (2005)  define  the  terms  "consequential"  and, "report-card"  accountability  in  an  overview 
of  state  K-12  policies.  "Report -card"  accountability  refers  to  systems  on  providing  information  to 

stakeholders,  whereas  "consequential"  accountability  schemes  attachlj^^^uences  in  the  form  of  funding 
changes  or  other  oversight  to  p®^?bance  outcomes.  In  this  report,  we  refer  to  this  notion  of  "report -card" 
accountability  as  "public  accot^i$^^y." 
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performance.  While  there  is  a  large  degree  of  overlap  in  the  information  that  is  relevant  to 
consumers  and  the  measures  that  are  relevant  for  accountability  efforts,  there  are  at  least  three 
important  differences:  1)  accountability  systems  may  value  a  different  or  a  broader  set  of 
outcomes  than  those  that  may  be  directly  relevant  to  consumers;  2)  government  ought  to  be 
concerned  with  the  overall  resource  cost  beyond  the  prices  paid  by  students;  and  3)  some  forms 
of  consequential  accountability  schemes  require  an  explicit  mapping  from  various  dimensions  of 
performance  to  consequences,  and  therefore  an  explicit  scheme  for  valuing  the  relative 
importance  of  each  dimension  of  performance. 

First,  accountability  systems  that  aim  to  increase  the  overall  social  value  created  by  public 
investments  in  postsecondary  institutions  may  value  a  broader  set  of  outcomes  from  institutions 
of  higher  education  than  those  valued  by  individuals.  Research  shows  that  increases  in 
postsecondary  education  levels  have  spillover  benefits  to  society  that  may  not  be  fully  captured 
or  vqly^^^y  the  individual  receiving  an  education.  These  benefits  can  accrue  in  part  to  other 
mem^^^if  society  potentially  through  reduced  victimization  and  lower  health  care  and  law 
enfo^'^^t  costs  (Baum,  Ma,  and  Payea,  2013;  Hill,  Hoffman,  and  Rex,  2005;  OECD,  2013). 
Similarly,  government  might  also  value  social  contributions  of  individuals— such  as  voting, 
volunteering,  teaching,  inventions,  or  public  service— not  fully  captured  by  the  individual's 
wages.*  These  types  of  outcomes  can  be  extremely  hard  to  measure,  however,  and  there  is  little 
consensus  or  evidence  regarding  which  such  outcomes  are  most  relevant. 

Second,  accountability  systems  may  incorporate  information  on  enrollment  of  low-income  or 
other  underrepresented  groups,  in  order  to  create  incentives  for  institutions  to  expand  or 
preserve  access  to  those  students.  As  shown  in  Figure  2-1,  a  child  who  attains  a  college  degree  is 
much  more  likely  to  move  to  a  higher  income  quintile  in  adulthood  than  a  child  who  does  not 
earn  a  degree  (Haskins,  2008).  So  while  there  is  still  an  unfortunately  large  gap  in  college  access 
between  individuals  born  to  high-  and  low-income  families,  with  an  even  larger  gap  for 
completion,  low-income  students  who  attend  college  do  see  overall  increases  in  future  income 
as  opposed  to  low-income  students  who  do  not. 


®  See,  for  example,  Lockwood,  Nathanson,  and  Weyl  (2012)  and  Baumol  (1990)  for  discussions  of  how  net 
externalities  generated  by  some  professions  might  affect  socially  optimal  incentive  structures. 
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Figure  2-1:  Social  Mobility  -  Adult  Children’s  Income  Quintile 
for  the  Poorest  Quintile  of  Parents,  by  College  Degree 


Source:  Brookings  Tabulation  of  the  Panel  Study  of  Income  Dynamics  data 


In  addition  to  valuing  a  broader  set  of  outcomes,  government  may  want  to  create  incentives  for 
institutions  to  reduce  costs.  State  and  federal  government  grant  aid  defray  the  list  price  to 
students,  allowing  most  students  to  pay  less  to  attend  college.  But  these  resources  are  limited, 
and  governments  need  to  be  concerned  with  whether  institutions  are  using  these  funds 
efficiently  to  produce  outcomes  for  their  students.  While  measurement  of  total  school 
eKpenditures  on  the  set  of  activities  that  may  influence  students'  outcomes  is  difficult, 
reseafthers  proxy  this  by  using  either  instructional  spending  per  full-time  equivalent  (FTE) 
student  or  education  and  related  expenditures  per  FTE  student  (Desrochers  and  Wellman,  2011). 
The  latter  measure  is  considered  the  "most  robust  measure  of  spending  on  student  learning"  and 
includes  spending  on  instruction,  student  services,  and  an  allocated  portion  of  general  support 
and  maintenance  costs  associated  with  these  functions  (Desrochers  and  Wellman,  2011,  p20). 

A  final  distinction  is  that  using  college  performance  information  for  high  stakes  decisions 
generally  requires  3  way  of  combining  various  measures  of  performance  into  a  single  index  of 
school  performance.  Higher  values  of  the  index  could  be  tied  to  rewards,  such  as  higher  funding, 
and  lower  values  of  the  Index  could  be  tied  to  sanctions,  such  as  ineligibility  or  reduced  eligibility 
for  student  or  institutional  aid.  Creating  such  an  index  involves  an  explicit  numerical  weighting  of 
various  outcomes,  requinrsg  normative  judgments  about  the  relative  importance  of  different 
dimensions  of  institution  performance. 

An  Example;  Performance-Based  Funding 

An  increasing  number  of  states  are  adopting  accountability  policies  that  tie  institutions'  funding 
to  the  outcomes  they  produce,  sometimes  called  "pay-for-performance"  systems.  These 
performance  based  funding  (PBF)  policies  proylcj^  incentives  for  colleges  to  produce  student 
outcomes  in  line  with  public  goals.  As  of  2014^3?, states  had  such  systems  in  place,  with  five  more 
in  the  process  of  creating  a  system.  Five  of  the  30  states  use  pay-fqiF^erformance  only  for  four- 
year  schools,  while  five  states  use  it  for  only  two-year  schools  fh!pS|nal  Conference  of  State 
Legislatures,  2015).  Most  states  set  aside  between  five  and  25  percent  (if  higher  education  dollars 
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for  performance  funding,  but  this  can  vary  greatly,  from  less  than  one  percent  in  Illinois  to 
virtually  100  percent  in  Tennessee  (National  Conference  of  State  Legislatures,  2015;  Jones,  2013). 
In  general,  states  are  moving  towards  increasing  the  share  of  funding  based  on  performance 
metrics  (Jones,  2013;  Snyder,  2015). 

Performance-based  funding  models  are  a  good  illustration  of  the  broader  demands  for 
performance  information  that  characterizes  accountability  systems.  Table  2-1  below  summarizes 
the  institutional  performance  measures  considered  in  various  states'  PBF  schemes.  Student 
progression  toward  completion  and  degree  attainment  measures  are  featured  in  most  states' 
systems.  Currently,  28  states  consider  the  number  of  degrees  awarded  by  a  university,  16  use 
some  form  of  course  completion,  12  include  retention  rates,  and  12  incorporate  graduation  rates. 
Another  11  states  put  weight  on  post-graduation  outcomes  such  as  job  placement  rates, 
licensure  test  passing  rates,  or  earnings. 

Many  states  clearly  attempt  to  motivate  institutions  to  pay  extra  attention  to  outcomes  for 
certain  student  subgroups,  reflecting  the  value  placed  on  institutions'  contribution  to  social 
mobility.  For  example,  in  more  than  half  of  states  with  PBF,  special  weight  is  given  to  either  the 
completion  outcomes  for  or  enrollment  of  Pell-eligible  or  other-defined  low  -income,  minority, 
first-generation,  at-risk,  non-traditional,  transfer,  or  "older"  students.  These  weights  can  serve 
an  important  purpose  when  the  metrics  have  potential  to  create  perverse  incentives.  For 
example,  while  states  would  like  to  improve  institutions'  graduation  rates,  they  would  not  like 
colleges  to  meet  this  target  by  reducing  the  number  of  low-income  students  they  admit.  To  that 
end,  they  give  extra  weight  to  the  graduation  rates  of  students  who  tend  to  experience  worse 
outcomes.  States  also  place  value  on  aspects  of  college  performance  that  are  not  directly  related 
to  student  outcomes.  Fourteen  states  reward  research  and  development-related  activities  like 
the  number  of  patents  generated  or  external  funding  obtained,  and  some  states  also  consider 
faculty  outcomes  like  tenure  and  advancement,  partnerships  with  K-12  schools,  and  faculty 
diversity. 
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Table  2-1;  Metrics  for  Accountability  by  State 

Metric 

Number  of 

States 

States 

AZ.  AR,  CO*,  FL,  GA*,  HI,  IL.  IN,  lA*,  KS,  LA,  ME,  MA,  Ml,  MN,  MS,  MO,  MT,  NM, 

Any  Performance  Based  Metric 

34* 

NV,  NC,  ND,  OH,  OK,  OR,  PA,  SD*,  TN.  TX,  UT,  VA,  WA,  Wl.  WY* 

AZ,  AR,  CO,  GA,  HI,  IL,  lA,  KS,  LA,  ME,  MA,  Ml,  MN,  MS,  MO,  MT,  NV,  NM,  OH,  OK, 

Degree  Numbers 

28 

OR,  PA,  SO,  TN,  TX,  VA,  WA,  Wl 

AR,  CO,  GA,  HI,  IL,  lA,  KS,  LA,  ME,  MA,  Ml,  MS,  MO.  MT,  NV,  NM.  OH,  OK,  OR,  PA, 

Overall  degrees  or  awards 

26 

SO,  TN,  TX,  VA,  WA,  Wl 

Degrees  or  awards  per  FTE 

7 

lUME,  MA,  MS,  NV.  TN.VA 

STEM  degrees 

12 

AZ,  AR,  HI,  IL,  KS.  ME,  MN,  MS,  NV,  PA,  SD,  TX 

Degrees  for  Pell  recipients 

4 

lUME.MA,  MS 

Degrees  for  low  income  students 

3 

IL,NM,TN 

Degrees  for  one  or  more  of  minority,  first  generation,  at-risk,  adult. 

non-traditional,  or  transfer  students 

7 

GA,  IL,  IN,  ME,  MS,  OR.  TN 

Growth  in  degrees  granted 

3 

AZ,  IN.MN   .   . 

Graduation  Rate 

12 

AR,  CO,  FL.  lU  IN,  KS,  Ml,  MN.  MO,  NC,  TN,  UT 

Overall  graduation  rate 

3 

IL,  MN,  JT 

Graduation  rate  for  Pell  recipients 

2 

AR,  CO 

Graduation  rate  for  low  income  students 

1 

MN 

Graduation  rate  for  one  or  more  of  minority,  first  generation,  at- 
risk,  non-traditional,  or  transfer  students 

2 

AR,  CO 

On-time  graduation  rate  and/or  growth  in  on-time  graduation  rate 

1 

IN 

Three  year  graduation  rate  (for  two-year  institutions) 

2 

KS.MO 

Six  year  graduation  rate  (for  four-year  institutions) 

6 

FL,  KS.  Ml.  MO,  NC.  TN 

Enrollment 

17 

AR.  CO,  FL.  HI.  IL,  lA,  MA,  Ml,  NV,  NC,  OH,  PA,  TN.  TX.  UT,  VA,  Wl 

Number  of  minority  students  enrolled 

4 

lA.  OH,  PA.  VA 

Number  of  Pell  recipients  enrolled 

6 

AR,  FL,  HI,  Ml,  OH,  PA 

Number  of  low  income  students  enrolled 

1 

lA 

Number  and/or  percent  of  students  who  transfer  from  community 
colleges 

13 

CO,  HI.  IL,  lA,  MA.  Ml.  NV,  NC,  OH.  TN,  TX,  UT.  VA 

Number  of  dual  enrolled  (high  school)  students 

4 

Ml,  TN,  VA,  Wl 

AZ,  AR,  CO,  FL,  GA,  IL,  IN,  lA,  KS,  LA,  MA,  MS,  MO,  MT,  NV,  NM,  NC,  ND,  OH,  OK. 

Retention  &  Course  Completion 

27 

TN,  TX,  UT,  VA,  WA,  Wl,  WY 

Overall  retention  and/or  progression  rate 

12 

AR.  CO,  FL.  GA,  KS,  MO,  MT.  NC.  OK,  UT,  VA,  WA 

Retention  rate  growth 

2 

CO,  LA 

Student  credit  hours 

12 

AZ,  lA,  MA,  MS,  MO,  NM,  ND,  OH.  OK,  TN,  TX,  WA 

Course  completion  and/or  course  completion  rate 

4 

AR,  NM.OH,  WY 

Completion  of  certain  math  and  English  course  levels 

9 

MA,  MS.  MO,  NV,  NC.  OH,  TX.  UT,  WA 

Remedial  and/or  adult  education  advancement  course  credits 
Workforce  training  course  credits  or  course  credits  with  industry- 

5 

AR.  IL.  IN,  TN.  Wl 

validated  curricula 

2 

AR.  Wl 

Post-gra^t^i^fHsults 

11 

AR,  FL,  lA,  KS,  LA,  MO,  MN,  NC,  TN,  UT,  Wl 

Job  plac$i^^^>^j^ntinuing  eduction  rates  and/or  rate  increase 

8 

AR,  FL,  lA,  KS,  LA,  MN,  TN,  UT 

Job  pladi}^i^i}'^^ed  to  students'  programs  of  study 

1 

Wl 

Post-graf4^^i^ges 

2 

FL,KS 

Licensing  exams  pass  rate 

3 

LA,  MO,  NC 

Expenditure 

9 

FL,  IL,  MS,  Ml,  MO,  MN,  PA.  UT,  VA 

Tuition  and/or  cost  per  credit  hour  and  cost  per  completion 

2 

IL.VA 

Tuition  increase 

1 

Ml 

Administrative  spending  and/or  spending  changes 

3 

Ml.  MN,  PA 

Cost  per  student  or  degree  to  the  university 

4 

FL,  MS,  MO,  UT 

Institutional  support  as  a  percent  of  core  expenditures 

1 

Ml 

Private  support  dollars  raised 

1 

PA 

Research  and  Development 

Research  and  development  and/or  public  service  external  funding 

14 

AZ,  AR,  IL,  lA,  ME,  Ml,  MN,  MS,  NV,  NM,  SD,  TN,  UT,  VA 

received  or  applied  for 

6 

AZ,  AR,  ME,  NM,  TN,  UT 

Research  and  development  and/or  public  service  expenditures 

6 

IL,  lA,  Ml,  MS,  NV,  VA 

Research  and  development  expenditure  growth 

1 

SD 

Number  of  patents  or  invention  disclosures 

4 

AR.  MN,  MS,  VA 

New  company  start-ups 

1 

AR 

Selectivity 

2 

FL,KS 

Rank  on  a  regional  or  national  ranking 

1 

KS 

Performance  on  quality  measures  compared  to  peers 

1 

KS 

Freshman  in  top  10%  of  graduating  high  school  class 

1 

FL 

Other 

3 

LA,  PA,  VA 

Institutional  efficiency  and  accountability 

1 

LA 

Faculty  diversity 

1 

PA 

Faculty  career  advancement 

1 

PA 

Campus  safety  and  security 

1 

VA 

K-12  partnerships 

1 

VA 

Note:  *  denotes  that  CO,  GA,  lA,  SD  are  currently  transitioning  to  performance  funding  programs 

Source:  National  Conference  of  State  Legislators,  2015  (http://www.ncsl.org/research/education/performance-funding.aspx) 

.  I  ^  — ^ 
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Tennessee's  outcomes-based  funding  formula  for  four-year  an  illustrative 

example  of  the  specific  choices  a  state  must  make.  Tennessee  universities  on 

several  outcomes,  almost  all  of  which  are  student  focused.  Whiljf'^^^^||i|i^,  a  glimpse  of  the 
details  helps  to  illuminate  the  difficult  set  of  choices  that  mus1t‘“ii)‘e '  made  in  any  public 
accountability  system.  The  formula  used  to  map  outcomes  on  these  measures  to  state  funding 
for  four-year  universities  is 


F  = 


[w„24(H24  -I-  0.4H24,,  +  0AH24p)  +  w„4q(H4B  +  0.4//48„  -I-  0.4W48p) 

-I-  w„72(W72  +  0AH72a  +  0.4//72p)  A  Wo(D  +  0.4D^  -1-  0.4Dp)  -1- 

X5 


,  WpR  WqQ  WgG 

+  + _ +  WtT  +  + 


0.05  20,000 


0.02  0.04J 


WmM 

0.3 


where  F  is  a  funding  amount  determined  by  the  outcomes  measured;  H24,  H48,  and  H72  are 
measures  of  the  number  of  students  accumulating  various  credit  hour  benchmarks;  D  is  the 
number  of  bachelor's  and  associate's  degrees  awarded;  M  is  the  number  of  master's  degrees 
awarded;  L  is  the  number  of  doctoral  or  law  degrees  awarded;  R  is  the  total  amount  of  external 
research  and  grant  funding;  T  is  the  number  of  student  transfers  out;  Q  and  G  are  measures  of 
degree  production  and  a  six-year  graduation  rate,  respectively;  and  S  is  a  measure  of  average 
faculty  salary.  The  subscripts  'A'  and  'P'  denote  outcomes  measured  separately  for  students  over 
the  age  of  24  and  for  low-income  (Pell-eligible)  students.  The  weights  'w'  are  predetermined  by 
the  state  and  vary  within  a  range  chosen  based  on  the  institution's  mission— for  research 
universities  the  state  assigns  more  weight  on  graduate  degree  outcomes  and  research,  whereas 
for  schools  relatively  more  emphasis  is  placed  on  undergraduate  student  progression 

and  attainment.  An  analogous  funding  formula  for  two-year  schools  reflects  the  different 

mission ""d^xhose  schools,  for  example  including  measures  of  workforce  training,  remedial  and 
developmental  success,  and  dual  high  school  enrollment,  but  ignoring  graduate  degrees  and 
research  expenditures  (Tennessee  Hig^j^|ucation  Commission,  2015).® 


^  -Vi .  • 

The  formula  helps  to  illustrate  the  thi^Ml^inct  aspects  of  an  accountability  system  described 
above.  First,  the  Tennessee  model  places  extra  value  on  the  credit  accumulation  and  degree 
attainment  outcomes  of  both  adult  students  (those  over  the  age  of  24)  and  Pell-eligible  students. 
In  particular,  these  outcomes  are  valued  40  percent  more  than  the  same  outcomes  for  traditional 
age,  non-Pell  eligible  students.  The  intent  of  this  adjustment  is  to  give  institutions  incentive  to 
enroll  and  promote  the  success  of  "older"  and  lower-income  students.  An  interesting  facet  of 
using  this  "bonus  point"  approach,  as  opposed  to  relying  on  regression-adjusted  outcome 


measures 
students  ca 
formula), 
as  high  as 


),  ii,):hat  the  incentives  of  the  instftutjpatia  enroll  disadvantaged 
of  the  "bonus  factor"  (i.e.,  the  0»4  Wdftional  weight  in  the 
ts'  degree  attainment  rates  71  percent  (1/1.4) 

then  the  formula  above  c^|d  an  institution's 

from  other  impacts  on  other  outcomes,  or  cost 


’  Further  available  at  http://www.tn.gov/thec/topic/funding-formula- 


resources. 


1  (1  I  I  ^  n  'ifl  ^  I  I  I  I  li  *1  I  i  f  r  III 
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considerations).  If  Pell  degree  attainment  rates  were  less  than  that,  institutions  would  still  have 
a  disincentive  to  enroll  them  (that  could  be  avoided  by  increasing  the  bonus  factor),  whereas  if 
Pell  attainment  rates  were  more  than  71  percent  of  non-Pell  students  then  the  40  percent  bonus 
would  incer^^^schools  to  enroll  more  of  them.  At  a  broader  level,  the  formula  illustrates  how 
systems  ca#;^!^pt  to  both  reward  strong  student  outcomes  and  promote  access  for  all 
students. 

The  formula  also  shows  that  some  measures  not  directly  of  relevance  to  students  can  be 
included,  though  Tennessee's  funding  model  is  heavily  oriented  around  student  outcomes.  In 
particular,  measures  of  external  awards  are  incorporated  in  the  model.  Finally,  the  formula 
illustrates  well  how  various  dimensions  of  institutional  performance  can  be  combined  into  a 
single  index  of  performance,  in  this  case  the  level  of  funding.  Note  in  particular  how  different 
measures  of  performance  are  weighted  in  the  formula.  For  example,  the  formula  suggests  that 
in  teaching  schools  (where  wr  and  yi/T  are  both  10  percent)  if  every  student  successfully 
transferred  to  another  institution  (T)  tfe/Mate  would  deem  that  to  be  equivalent  to  gaining 
$20,000  in  research  funding  and  would  l^tfe’ird  it  accordingly  with  state  support. 


.  I  ^  — ^ 
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III.  Using  Federal  Data  to  Measure  Access,  Affordability,  and  Student 
Outcomes  at  Postsecondary  Education  Institutions:  Available  data 
and  Key  Considerations  and  Limitaiidiis 

Simple  descriptive  data,  along  with  statistics  about  the  types  of  students  enrolled  at  different 
institutions,  provide  easy-to-understand  information  that  students  can  use  to  assess  school 
quality.  While  more  sophisticated  techniques  to  assess  institutions'  contributions  to  student 
success  are  discussed  in  the  next  section,  this  section  provides  an  overview  of  the  array  of  data 
maintained  by  the  federal  government  that  can  be  used  to  measure  the  performance  of 
postsecondary  education  institutions  in  terms  of  the  access  they  provide,  the  level  of 
affordability,  and  the  outcomes  of  students.  Some  of  these  sources  are  already  widely  used  by 
the  higher  education  community.  However,  this  report  also  documents  several  newly  created 
measures  of  college  performance  based  on  large  administrative  datasets  maintained  by  the 
Department  of  Education  and  the  Department  of  the  Treasury.  This  section  highlights  the  more 
important  measures  and  their  data  sources  and  discusses  some  important  limitations  and 
considerations  of  which  users  of  this  data  should  be  aware.  More  detailed  notes  on  the 
construction  of  these  measures  are  provided  in  the  Appendix. 


and  Performance  Metrics 


I  ostsecondary  Education  Data  System  (IPEDS) 

r  tollected  annually  through  surveys  administered  by  the  Department  of  Education's  National 
•■'Ceritef  for  Education  Statistics  (NCES),  IPEDS  is  the  primary  source  of  data  on  postsecondary 
education  institutions  in  the  United  States.  The  data  include  important  performance  information 
such  as  graduation  rates  for  student  subgroups;  retention  rates;  tuition,  cost  of  attendance,  and 
net  prices;  and  enrollment  of  low-income  students  (i.e.,  the  number  of  Pell  Grant  recipients).  The 
data  also  include  a  host  of  institutional  information  including  location,  type  of  control,  level  of 
degrees  offered,  enrollment  size,  institutional  resources  (including  faculty-per-student  ratios  and 
faculty  salaries),  institutional  selectivity,  and  characteristics  of  enrolled  students,  such  as  the  25‘^ 
and  75*'’  percentiles  of  admissions  test  scores  for  students  who  submitted  their  results. 


Under  the  Higher  Education  Act,  all  institutions  that  participate  in  Title  IV  federal  student  aid 
programs  must  complete  the  IPEDS  questionnaires.  As  such,  IPEDS  provides  a  broad  starting 
point  to  define  a  universe  of  institutions  on  which  to  focus  attention.  In  the  most  recent  collection 
in  2013,  there  were  7,253  institutions  in  the  50  states  and  Washington,  D.C.  that  were  active 
participants  in  the  Title  IV  program.  We  further  limit  the  scope  of  analysis  to  institutions  that 
served  at  least  some  undergraduate  degree-seeking  students  and  awarded  some  undergraduate 
degrees  or  certificates  in  the  2012-13  school  year  to  form  the  initial  universe  of  institutions  for 
the  data  presented  in  this  report. 


As  discussed  below  in  more  detail,  IPEDS  data  have  several  important  limitations  for  measuring 
institutional  performance.  Perhaps  the  most  significant  is  that  many  outcomes  are  recorded  for 
a  limited  subset  of  students.  Most  importantly,  graduation  rates  are  only  reported  for  cohorts  of 
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first-time,  full-time  students,  so  graduation  rate  information  is  not  available  for  st^tJ^S'who 
may  have  previous  higher  education  experience,  including  transfer  students,  or  for  part-time 
students.^®  Another  limitation  is  that  outcomes  are  not  recorded  for  students  who  transfer  from 
the  institution.  Thus,  information  on  graduation  rate  outcomes— important  institutions 

that  prioritize  preparing  students  for  a  four-year  degree  as  part  of  their  missio§'^^|or  students 
considering  which  institutions  will  help  them  succeed  on  such  a  path— is  limitrar^''  * 

While  this  report  uses  many  IPEDS  elements,  some  outcomes  of  interest  related  to  institutional 
performance  are: 

1.  Cohort  graduation  rates  for  first-time  full-time  students.  This  is  the  official  measure  of 
graduation  rates  mandated  by  the  Higher  Education  Act,  measuring  the  fraction  of  first¬ 
time  full-time  students  who  complete  their  program  of  study  within  100,  150,  or  200 
percent  of  the  'normal'  completion  time— e.g.,  the  150  percent  completion  rate  measures 
the  fraction  of  the  cohort  that  graduates  within  six  years  for  students  pursuing  a  four- 
year  degree  or  three  years  for  students  pursuing  a  two-year  degree.  While  this  measure 
is  standard,  it  has  been  criticized  for  covering  a  small  fraction  of  the  student  body  at  some 
colleges.  For  example,  at  community  colleges,  the  share  of  the  student  body  that  is  first¬ 
time  full-time  is  often  a  small  minority  of  the  total  students  enrolled. 

2.  Average  net  price  and  cost  of  attendance  information  for  first-time  full-time  students  who 
receive  federal  financial  aid.  Since  2009,  IPEDS  has  asked  institutions  to  report 
information  about  tuition,  fees,  and  other  living  costs  that  together  constitute  an 
estimate  of  the  total  cost  of  attending  the  institution.  Institutions  also  report  the  average 
net  price  for  any  student  receiving  grant  or  scholarship  aid  from  federal,  state  or  local 
governments,  or  from  the  institution.  Average  net  price  can  then  be  computed  for  both 
this  group  overall  or  for  Title  IV  students  only.  While  this  is  the  best  available  metric  for 
measuring  average  institutional  costs,  it  is  influenced  both  by  the  family  income 
backgrounds  of  those  who  enroll,  as  well  as  by  the  availability  of  aid  to  students.  More 
accurate  affordability  information  is  available  by  measuring  the  average  net  price  for 
students  across  ftv®- jjttpome  categories  for  Title  IV  recipients.  A  limitation  of  all  of  the 
measures  is  that  |^gblic  institutions,  the  measure  only  captures  the  net  price  for 
students  paying  in-'kate  (or  in-district)  tuition. 

3.  The  fraction  of  enrolled  students  who  receive  a  Pell  grant.  This  is  one  of  the  most 
commonly  used  measures  of  the  degree  to  which  institutions  provide  access  to  low- 
income  students.  For  example,  about  75  percent  of  financially  dependent  Pell  recipients 
are  from  families  with  family  income  below  $40,700;  the  same  share  of  independent 
students  had  family  income  lower  than  $23,300.^^  A  limitation  of  this  measure  in 
reflecting  the  extent  to  which  the  institution  serves  low-income  students  is  that  many 


“There  is  information  on  total  numbers  of  degrees  awarded  to  students  of  various  types,  but  this  cannot  be  used 
to  compute  outcomes  for  enrollment  cohorts. 

“  Based  on  CEA  calculations  using  the  2012  NPSAS,  reported  in  real  2014  dollars. 
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low-income  students  never  apply  for  aid  or  may  not  be  eligible  (e.g.,  undocumented  and 
international  students),  and  so  are  not  captured  in  the  measure.  Additionally,  the  fraction 
receiving  Pell  makes  arbitrary  distinctions  between  students  from  families  with  very 
similar  family  resources,  as  students  with  family  incomes  just  above  the  Pell  eligibility 
thresholds  are  not  counted  in  the  measure.  It  may  also  create  the  undesirable  incentive 
for  institutions  to  substitute  away  from  the  "near  poor"  students  who  are  barely  ineligible 
for  Pell. 

National  Student  Loan  Data  System  (NSLDS) 

The  National  Student  Loan  Data  System  (NSLDS)  is  the  Department  of  Education's  central 
database  for  monitoring  federal  student  aid— primarily  federal  student  loans  and  Pell  grants.  The 
NSLDS  contains  data  exclusively  on  federal  borrowers  and  grant  recipients  dating  back  to  the 
1960s.  It  is  used  primarily  for  operational  purposes,  such  as  tracking  federal  grant  and  loan 
disbursements,  the  enrollment  status  of  aid  recipients  to  determine  repayment  status,  payments 
on  federal  loans,  borrower  status  (e.g.,  deferment,  forbearance,  or  default),  and  remaining  loan 
balances. 

Since  the  late  1980s,  NSLDS  data  have  been  used  to  produce  the  institutional  cohort  default  rate 
(CDR),  the  only  accountability  measure  currently  used  to  determine  eligibility  for  Title  IV 
participation  for  all  schools.  As  of  July  2015  it  is  also  used  to  estimate  total  accumulated  loan 
balances,  which  are  used  to  create  the  debt  to  earnings  measures  that  determine  Title  IV 
participation  for  programs  under  the  gainful  employment  rule.^^  The  data  system  also  contains  a 
host  of  other  information  that  can  help  inform  prospective  students  and  policymakers  about 
colleges'  performance.  Of  course,  additional  information  exists  about  loan  balances  and 
repayment  behavior  over  the  lives  of  all  borrowers.  This  includes  the  debt  that  students 
accumulate  while  in  school,  including  originated  amounts  by  type  of  loan  and  the  balance  owed 
on  both  principal  and  interest  at  various  points  in  time.  These  data  can  be  used  to  produce  a 
variety  of  new  institutional  performance  metrics  that  are  described  and  presented  below: 

/%  The  median  cumulative  loan  debt  originated  at  the  institution  for  all  student  borrowers 
'  -  '  of  federal  loans  who  leave  the  institution  (i.e.,  either  graduate  or  withdraw)  in  a  fiscal 

year,  measured  at  the  point  of  separation.  This  gives  a  measure  of  how  much  a  typical 
borrower  borrows  to  attend  the  institution  and  thus  can  provide  students  with  a  sense 
for  how  much  to  save  in  preparation  to  attend  and  how  much  they  will  need  to  earn  to 
cover  their  debt  service  payments  after  they  leave  college.  Note  that  this  measure  does 
not  reflect  borrowing  for  the  typical  student  (including  non-borrowers),  since  the  fraction 
of  students  who  borrow  varies  greatly  across  institutions.  Thus,  information  from  IPEDS 
on  the  fraction  of  undergraduate  students  who  borrow  thus  provides  important  context 
for  inferring  the  level  of  borrowing  for  the  typical  student  at  the  institution  overall. 
Imoortantly,  this  measure  is  also  available  for  the  set  of  borrowers  who  complete  their 


Under  the  gainful  employment  rule,  the  estimated  annual  loan  payment  of  a  typical  graduate  may  not  exceed  20 
percent  of  her  discretionary  income  or  8  percent  of  her  total  earnings  (over  several  years)  in  order  to  be  eligible  for 
federal  student  aid  programs  (Department  of  Education,  2015). 
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degree.  This  allows  a  more  accurate  characterization  of  the  total  borrowing  a  student 
should  expect  if  they  complete  their  studies  at  an  institution. 


□  10th-90th  Percentile 

□  25th-75th  Percentile  # 

•  Average  Percent  with  Federal  Loans  (right  axis) 


Figure  3-1:  Distribution  of 
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Note:  Debt  data  are  for  the  2013  and  2014  pooled  exit  cohorts. 

Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


2.  Institutional  cohort  repayment  rate,  or  the  fraction  of  student  borrowers  who  are  making 
at  least  some  progress  paying  down  their  loans  (i.e.,  their  balance  is  declining)  and  are 
not  in  default.  This  measure  is  conceptually  similar  to  a  cohort  default  rate  but  is  intended 
to  be  less  susceptible  to  artificial  manipulation,  which  may  occur  if  an  institution  pushes 
students  into  deferment  or  forbearance  until  the  measurement  window  expires.  The 
repayment  rate  is  measured  at  one,  three,  five,  and  seven  years  after  entering  repayment. 

3.  Cohort  completion  and  transfer  rates  for  all  federally-aided  students  who  begin  their 

education  at  an  institution  in  a  particular  award  year.  Since  aid  disbursements  are 
associated  with  institutions,  NSLDS  data  can  be  used  to  of  students  who 

are  first  aided  in  a  particular  award  year  at  each  institut^y^l^^me  students  may 
first  receive  federal  aid  after  their  first  year  of  enrollment,  M^^t^^srted  data  on  grade 
level  from  the  student's  Free  Application  for  Federal  Stu(i^j^^f^6A)  can  be  used  to 
place  students  in  a  cohort  based  on  the  year  in  which  they^f^tSjl§|^  in  a  college.  Since 
institutions  report  when  students  graduate  or  leave  school,  coh^c^ifipletion  rates  can 
be  estimated  for  each  institution.  Moreover,  transfer  to  aw'ld^  at  other 

institutions  can  be  measured  for  the  same  cohorts  by  tracking  whether  students  enroll 
and/or  graduate  at  other  institutions.  As  discussed  below  in  the  "Important  properties 
and  limitations  of  federal  data"  section,  since  NSLDS  has  not  traditionally  been  used  to 
measure  these  outcomes,  there  are  several  important  caveats  to  these  measures. 
Currently  these  data  are  intended  to  be  used  by  researchers  and  institutions  to  gauge  and 
benchmark  their  performance  relative  to  other  institutions  and  to  help  generate  better 
understanding  of  the  validity  of  these  metrics.  Until  their  validity  are  better  understood, 
the  data  should  not  be  used  for  consumer  information  applications,  as  they  have  the 
potential  to  mislead. 
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4*  Student  demographic  information  taken  from  FAFSA  forms.  While  IPEDS  provides 
ipformation  about  prior  achievement,  racial  and  ethnic  composition,  and  other  aspects 
enrolled  students,  data  from  the  FAFSA  complement  that  information  in  several  ways. 
First,  since  the  data  cover  all  federal  aid  recipients,  the  FAFSA  characterizes  the  same 
students  whose  outcomes  are  measured  in  NSLDS  or  in  the  earnings  information  from  the 
Department  of  Treasury  described  below.  Additional  information  on  students'  family 
income  and  parental  education  can  be  gleaned  from  the  FAFSA  to  help  provide  context 
for  differences  in  outcomes  for  students  across  institutions.  These  FAFSA  data  allow  us  to 
report  both  NSLDS  and  earnings  information  for  some  subgroups  based  on  gender,  family 
income,  financial  dependency  status,  and  parents'  educational  levels. 

Administrative  Earnings  Data  from  Tax  Records 

To  gain  insight  into  the  labor  market  outcomes  of  individuals  attending  institutionis  of  higher 
education,  data  on  federally  aided  students  have  been  linked  to  earnings  data  from 
administrative  tax  records  maintained  by  the  Department  of  the  Treasury.  Thes«i  linked  data  are 
used  to  produce  aggregated  and  de-identified  estimates  of  institution-level  statistics,  such  as  the 
mean  and  median  of  the  earnings  distribution  of  federally-aided  students  in  a  particular  year, 
along  with  other  metrics  described  in  further  detail  below.  Earnings  are  defined  as  the  sum  of 
wages  and  deferred  compensation^^  from  all  W-2  forms  received  for  each  individual,  plus  self- 
employment  earnings  from  Schedule  SE.  Importantly,  because  W-2  forms  are  filed  by  employers, 
the  estimates  of  labor-market  outcomes  cover  the  population  of  employees  in  the  Social  Security 
system  and  the  self-employed  individuals  who  file  tax  returns.  Moreover  the  earnings 
information  offers  national  coverage,  in  contrast  to  some  commonly  used  information  from 
statewide  programs.  For  example,  state  unemployment  insurance  administrative  data  is  limited 
to  the  subset  of  students  who  work  in  the  same  state  after  leaving  college. 

Administrative  earnings  records  are  used  to  estimate  inter  alia  the  following  measures  of  student 
labor  market  success  for  cohorts  of  federally-aided  students  beginning  their  studies  in  various 
years: 

1.  Mean  and  median  earnings  among  workers  (i.e.,  among  those  with  positive  yearly 
earnings)  6  to  10  years  after  first  enrolling  in  an  institution.  This  simple  measure  provides 
an  overall  assessment  of  the  degree  to  which  past  |t1:|n4ees  of  an  institution  are  able  to 
find  jobs  that  pay  well.  Individuals  who  are  identii^^?currently  enrolled  (determined 
by  having  a  federal  loan  that  is  in  in-school  deferme8f|a^  excluded  from  the  calculation. 
To  give  a  sense  for  the  variation  in  these  measures.  Figure  3-2  displays  variation  in 
institutional  median  earnings  measured  10  years  after  entry  across  colleges  in  each 
sector.  The  typical  four-year  college's  median  earnings  are  $40,500  while  the 
corresponding  number  is  $29,800  for  two-year  and  $24,550  for  less-than-two-year 


More  precisely,  the  sum  of  earnings  reported  in  Box  1  and  Box  12  on  the  W-2  form.  This  includes  both  cash  and 
noncash  payments.  Income  related  to  workers'  compensation,  small  employee  achievement  awards,  adoption 
;!4'^i4ance,  low  levels  of  educational  assistance,  and  small  transportation  benefits  are  not  included  in  the  earnings 
!ation  (IRS,  2014). 
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institutions.  Control  (public,  private,  or  for-profit)  also  is  related  to  earnings,  with  for- 
profits  generally  having  lower  earnings. 
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Note:  Data  are  for  the  2002  exit  cohort. 

Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


2.  The  fraction  of  former  students  earning  over  $25,000  (in  2014  constant  dollars).  This 

alternate  measure  of  labor  market  success  is  designed  to  measure  the  extent  to  which 
former  students  find  at  least  a  minimal  level  of  employment.  In  contrast  to  the  estimates 
of  earnings  percentiles  and  average  earnings,  this  measure  is  based  on  all  non-enrolled 
individuals  (including  those  with  zero  annual  earnings).  The  $25,000  threshold  was 
chosen  since  it  approximately  corresponds  to  the  median  wage  of  workers  age  25  to  34 
with  a  high-school  degree  only.^'' 

3.  Percentiles  of  the  earnings  distribution  for  workers.  To  give  a  broader  sense  for  the  range 
of  earnings  outcomes  of  prior  students,,  for  larger  institutions  the  data  contain 
information  on  the  10*^  25'^  75*^  and  Sd®  percentiles  of  the  earnings  distribution,  in 
addition  to  the  measures  of  central  tefidency  shown  above. 


Important  Properties  and  Limitations  of  Federal  Data 

As  described  above,  the  data  contained  in  NSLDS,  together  with  earnings  information  from  de- 
identified  tax  records,  have  the  potential  to  significantly  expand  our  understanding  of  the 
performance  of  higher  education  institutions.  There  are,  however,  important  aspects  of  how  the 
data  are  derived  that  users  of  the  data  should  be  well  aware  of  to  prevent  inaccurate  or 
misleading  conclusions  about  institutions  and  the  higher  education  community  at  large.  The 


This  figure  was  calculated  by  using  the  median  earnings  from  the  personal  income  tables  from  the  2014  CPS 
ASEC  for  high  school  graduates  ages  25-34  for  all  races.  These  earnings  ($24,835)  were  reported  in  2013  dollars, 
and  were  converted  to  2014  dollars  using  the  CPI-U  (multiplying  by  236.712/232.962),  giving  a  final  median  of 
$25,234. 
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Appendix  that  accompanies  this  report  presents  these  issues  for  various  new  metrics  in  greater 
detail,  but  this  section  summarizes  some  of  the  critical  features  and  limitations  of  the  data  that 
users  need  to  know. 


Students  Ct|v|p 
Most  of  the 
data  in  the  t|^t! 
undergradufe 
default,  and%i 
of  understattai 
success  of  stHs 


:j<^al  performance  described  in  this  feport—ihose  based  on 
'lings  data  for  students  appearing  theieinr-sfe  based  on 
feieral  aid.  Moreover,  institutlpn-spedfic  rfisasuiel-^debt, 
the  subset  of  students  with  feder3Uo^ns..'Fof  thi?  purposes 
iitlltions  accountable  for  hovf'Weil  they*  ^ntribute  to  the 
-'%^<#d|/dollars,  this  focus  is  natural  an<r apprppri^e. 

Hi 


The  lack  of  data  on  students  who  do  not  receive  Title  IV  aid  may  result  in  somewhat  biased 
estimates  of  collective  student  outcomes  at  institutions  with  low  proportions  of  Title  IV  aided 
students.^^  The  data  thus  may  not  serve  as  a  comprehensive  indicator  for  how  well  institutions 
serve  all  the  students  they  enroll.  However,  relative  to  other  publicly  available  data  sources  that 
have  their  own  limitations,  the  data  are  still  likely  to  be  a  significant  improvement  as  discussed 
below.  Again,  the  question  of  bias  depends  on  the  statistic  desired— the  average  outcome  of 
federally-aided  or  all  students— and  the  differences  between  those  groups  within  each 
institution. 


About  70  percent  of  all  graduating  postsecondary  students  receive  federal  Pell  grants  and/or 
federal  loans.  Overall,  Figure  3-3  shows  that  about  17  percent  of  enrolled  students  receive  only 
Pell  grants,  16  percent  receive  only  federal  loans,  and  37  percent  receive  both.  Further,  both  the 
fractions  of  students  receiving  Title  IV  aid  and  the  fraction  of  students  with  grants,  loans  or  both 
vary  greatly  by  sector.  About  90  percent  of  all  students  at  for-profit  four-year  schools  and  two- 
year  schools  receive  Title  IV  aid;  in  public  schools,  the  analogom§vf^iyires  are  about  70  and  62 
percent,  respectively.  Moreover,  in  the  public  two-year  (commu^^|^i&llege  sector,  nearly  half 
—  of  XWelV  recipients  only  receive  Pell  grants  (i.e.,  the  median  mdi^ht  has  no  federal  debt), 
pJ^^S^t^^^out  90  percent  of  Title  IV  students  at  all  sectors  of  four-year  colleges  and  for-profit 
I  two-v#^lleges  have  federal  loans. 


Iga^  3-3  also  depicts  the  fraction  of  students  who  receive  federal  loans  across  sectors,  using 
f^lonai  Postsecondary  Student  Aid  Study  (NPSAS)  data  covering  all  students  (not  just  federal  aid 
ients).  For  measures  of  borrowing  and  repayment  rates,  this  is  the  relevant  universe  of 
ents  for  those  measures.  As  can  be  seen  in  the  Figure,  just  over  half  (53  percent)  of  all 
stud€*r>ts  have  a  federal  loan,  but  there  are  large  differences  across  sectors.  In  for-profit 
institutions,  over  80  percent  of  students  borrow  with  federal  loans.  Among  non-profit 
institutions,  federal  borrowing  rates  are  77  percent  at  private  institutions,  59  percent  at  public 
four-year  institutions,  and  about  33  percent  at  public  two-year  colleges.  Note  that  the  federal 
role  in  education  financing  is  even  greater  than  suggested  in  the  Figure,  since  education  benefits 
like  those  provided  through  the  Gl  Bill  are  not  included. 


Certain  measures  like  repayment  or  debt  to  earnings  ratios  require  students  to  have  Title  IV  aid,  so  restricting  to 
the  Title  IV  population  does  not  bias  estimates  for  these  measures. 
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Figure  3-3:  Fraction  of  Students  Ever  Receiving  Pell  Grants  or  Federal 
Loans  by  Sector 

■  Pell  Only  ■  Pell  &  Federal  Loans  ■  Federal  Loans  Only  ■  Neither 


For-profit  2  Year  (2.8) 
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Note:  Sector  percentage  of  student  population  noted  in  parentheses;  data  are  for  students 
in  2011-2012  who  ever  received  the  noted  aid  type. 

Source:  National  Postsecondary  Student  Aid  Study,  2012 


In  general,  the  Title  IV  population  looks  reasonably  similar  to  the  overall  population  of  a  school 
in  terms  of  student  characteristics  including  ACT  and  SAT  scores,  race  and  ethnicity,  age, 
dependency  status,  and  marital  status.  This  is  in  part  because  they  represent  the  majority  of 
students  in  many  sectors.  However,  there  are  still  some  clear  differences  between  federally- 
aided  and  non-aided  students  (2012  NPSAS,  CEA  calculations).  To  illustrate  an  example  of  these 
differences.  Figure  3-4  below  uses  data  from  the  2012  NPSAS  and  displays  the  median  and  range 
of  family  incomes  for  all  NPSAS-eligible  students  (including  non-aided  students)  and  for  Title  IV 
students  by  school  sector.  Although  Title  IV  students  are  clearly  lower-income  than  the  general 
student  body  (with  median  family  income  of  $47,800  vs.  $65,500  overall  for  dependent  students 
and  $17,000  vs.  $20,000  for  independent  students),  the  range  of  incomes  overlaps  considerably. 


Figure  3-4:  Range  of  Income  by  Title  IV  Status 
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Note:  Dependent  income  incKidesparents'incomewhileindependent  income  indodes  student  and  spouse's  income.  Data 
are  for  students  in  2011-20 12. Title  IV  status  is  based  ona  student  everrecervingTitle  IV  aid. 

Source:  National  Postsecondary  Student  Aid  Survey,  2012 
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Institutions  Covered  and  the  Level  of  <4ggTegat£0»  of  Information 

The  data  presented  in  this  report  cover  the  universe  of  all  institutions  of  higher  education  that 
are  active  participants  in  the  Title  IV  federal  aid  program,  are  located  in  the  50  states  and  the 
District  of  Columbia,^®  and  both  have  a  positive  number  of  degree-seeking  undergraduates  and 
awarded  some  undergraduate  credentials  in  the  2012-2013  school  year.  The  IPEDS  definition  of 
institution  is  used  as  the  basic  level  for  reporting  data,  though  for  many  analyses  in  this  report  a 
higher  level  of  aggregation  (i.e.,  six-digit  OPEID)  is  used  due  to  data  limitations.  Postsecondary 
institutions  are  complex  organizations,  often  comprising  many  separate  campuses,  including 
online  programs,  and  sometimes  operating  under  different  names  entirely.  Each  organization 
chooses  which  of  its  several  branches  it  would  like  to  report  information  for  separately,  as 
opposed  to  jointly  with  the  'main  campus,'  generally  aligning  with  how  the  institution  represents 
its  collection  of  sub-entities  to  the  public.  There  are  575  main  campuses  that  have  at  least  one 
or  more  additional  branch  campuses  in  the  data  in  the  universe  described  above,  and  IPEDS 
assigns  each  a  unique  identification  number  called  a  unit  ID. 

These  institutions  vary  dramatically  in  size  across  sectors.  For  example,  although  public  four-year 
schools  educate  over  a  third  of  all  undergraduates,  they  account  for  less  than  10  percent  of 
institutions.  A  similar  trend  is  apparent  for  public  two-year  schools.  On  the  other  hand,  for-profit 
less-than-two-year  schools  educate  less  than  5  percent  of  students  but  account  for  over  a  third 
of  all  schools. 


Table  3-1:  Distribution  of  Students  and  Schdbis  by  Sector 

Fraction  of 

Students 

Fraction  of 

Schools 

Public<2  Year 

8.2% 

8.9% 

Private  Non-Profit  <2  Year 

0.2% 

2.9% 

Private  For-Profit  <2  Year 

3.6% 

35.7% 

Public  2  Year 

30.2% 

11.3% 

Private  Non-Profit  2  Year 

0.8% 

2.3% 

Private  For-Profit  2  Year 

2.3% 

8.5% 

Public4Year 

34.9% 

8.3% 

Private  Non-Profit  4 Year 

15.3% 

17.9% 

Private  For-Profit  4  Year 

4.4% 

4.3% 

Source:  Department  of  Education  College  Scorecard  Data 

Note  the  underlying  data  contain  information  on  institutions  in  the  U.S.  territories  as  well,  but  these  are  omitted 
from  the  report  primarily  because  they  often  have  outlier  outcomes  for  earnings  measures. 
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Some  complications  in  comparing  institutions  arise  when  considering  branch  locations.  The  IPEDS 
data  and  NSLDS  data  have  different  reporting  requirements  for  branch  locations,  and  institutions 
also  have  latitude  in  how  they  aggregate  campuses  and  programs  in  reporting.^^ 

About  two-thirds  of  institutions,  collectively  enrolling  83  percent  of  students,  have  only  one  main 
campus  identifier  (or  six-digit  OPEID)  assigned  and  are  thus  not  affected  by  this  issue.  Roughly  40 
institutions  have  more  than  10  branch  campuses  (noted  as  separate  eight-digit  OPEIDs),  and 
some  have  many  more.  For  example,  ITT  Technical  Institute  has  140  campuses  (unit  IDs),  and 
Strayer  University  has  100.  In  addition  to  these  large  for-profit  systems,  some  large  public 
university  systems  can  also  have  many  campuses,  yet  report  at  a  single,  six-digit  OPEID.  For 
example,  the  Pennsylvania  State  University  has  23  branches.  Because  outcomes  at  branch 
campuses  may  vary  greatly,  the  NSLDS  data  may  be  inaccurate  for  any  given  branch,  and 
advanced  users  of  the  data  may  wish  to  either  exclude  such  observations  from  their  analyses  or 
use  statistical  modeling  techniques  to  impute  branch  specific  outcomes.^® 

While  some  institutions  assign  only  one  six-digit  OPEID  and  differentiate  at  the  eight-digit  level, 
it  is  worthwhile  to  note  inconsistent  organization  at  the  six-digit  Qi|^|l^vel,  as  some  large  public 
and  for-profit  systems  assign  different  OPEIDs  for  each  campus.  For  ^M|nple,  the  California  State 
system  has  twelve  different  six-digit  OPEIDs  assigned  to  it,  and  the  University  of  Wisconsin 
system  has  thirteen  (this  differs  from  the  Penn  State  example  above).  Some  for-profit  companies 
also  have  many  six-digit  OPEIDs;  Aveda  and  Kaplan  have  29  and  20  six-digit  OPEIDs  assigned, 
respectively. 


The  Office  of  Federal  Student  Aid  (FSA)  recognizes  the  separate  branch  'locations'  for  all  Title  IV-eligible 
institutions  that  have  a  Program  Participation  Agreement  (PPA)— the  formal  document  establishing  tharjSli^bility 
to  part^i^^'in  Title  IV  programs— with  the  Office  of  Postsecondary  Education  (OPE),  and  assigns  eaC#fei^ion  an 
8-digit:^il^y(£!sntification  number  (OPEID).  Related  institutions  all  share  a  common  6-digit  root  tied  to^VfjSPain 
campus"  that  is  the  entity  that  enters  into  the  PPA  with  FSA.  Institutions  may  choose  to  list  additional  locations  as 
a  separate  entity  (or  branch  campus)  in  IPEDS  so  long  as  the  institution  is  permanent,  is  physically  removed  from 
the  j^^nt  (t^ain  campus)  institution,  and  offers  organized  programs  of  study  (e.g.,  rather  than  a  location  for 
offering  only).  Aside  from  closures,  mergers,  and  new  schools,  institutions  of  higher  education  may  revise 

•t^eif  rjSpt^ihg  structures  in  IPEDS.  For  instance,  the  University  of  Phoenix  requested  to  change  its  reporting 
from  campus-level  to  state-level.  Therefore,  over  time,  OPEIDs  for  the  institution  are  not 
fohSisWpt  While  NSLDS  is  increasingly  moving  towards  reporting  student  enrollments  and  aid-receipt  at  the  8- 
digit  CiPtlt)  level,  this  is  not  yet  universal  and  many  institutions  report  information  on  where  students  enroll  or 
receive  aid  only  at  the  6-digit  OPEID  level  (since  the  main  campus  is  often  where  aid  is  managed  for  all  branches  of 
an  institution).  At  present,  therefore,  data  derived  from  the  NSLDS  and  earnings  measures  that  take  the  universe 
of  Title  IV  students  at  each  institution  as  a  base  can  be  reliably  calculated  only  at  the  6-digit  OPEID  level,  a 
limitation  shared  by  the  familiar  cohort  default  rate  measure.  Thus,  IPEDS  institutions  sharing  a  common  6-digit 
OPEID  are  all  assigned  the  (student-weighted)  average  outcome  or  median  outcome  for  students  across  all 
branches  of  the  institution  for  NSLDS  or  tax-data  derived  measures. 

*®The  documentation  to  the  data  described  in  this  report  includes  a  comprehensive  crosswalk  between  the  unit 
IDs  used  in  IPEDS  and  the  OPEIDs  used  by  FSA  to  administer  federal  aid  programs. 
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Cohort  Definitions  Are  Imperfect  and  Vary  for  Different  Metrics 

The  data  contain  diverse  measures  of  institutional  performance  constructed  both  with  an  eye 
towards  the  type  of  information  that  would  be  most  useful  to  prospective  students,  as  well  as 
towards  how  the  measures  might  promote  accountability  for  institutions.  The  measures  require 
different  definitions  of  cohorts.  Users  of  the  data  should  be  aware  of  this,  particularly  when 
constructing  analyses  of  the  relationship  between  different  measures.  Moreover,  reporting 
inaccuracies  in  some  data  elements  used  for  cohort  definitions  are  also  important. 

Data  for  both  earnings  and  NSLDS-constructed  completion  rates  are  based  on  cohorts  of  students 
who  are  estimated  to  have  begun  their  studies  in  the  same  "entry  yeor"— measured  in  terms  of 
"award  years,"  which  run  from  July  1®*  to  June  30'^  (e.g.,  award  year  2002  is  from  July  1,  2001  to 
June  30,  2002).  While  this  construction  is  similar  to  the  completion  cohorts  reported  in  IPEDS, 
limitations  in  the  data  create  measurement  error,  the  extent  of  which  is  difficult  to  assess.  The 
NSLDS  data  do  not  directly  record  the  date  when  students  first  enter  an  institution.  That  date  is 
estimated  based  on  a  combination  of  when  the  student  is  first  observed  receiving  federal  aid  at 
an  institution,  and  the  student's  self-reported  grade  level  on  the  FAFSA  form  associated  with  that 
record.  In  particular,  if  students  report  they  are  entering  their  second  undergraduate  year  on  the 
FAFSA  associated  with  their  first  receipt  of  aid  at  a  university,  they  are  assigned  to  an  entry  year 
one  year  prior  to  when  we  observe  them  first  receiving  aid.  For  students  reporting  that  they  are 
entering  their  third  through  fifth  undergraduate  year,  they  are  assigned  an  entry  year  two  years 
prior.  The  adjustment  is  capped  at  two  years,  since  it  appears  that  a  non-trivial  portion  of 
respondents  who  report  entering  their  fourth  or  fifth  undergraduate  years  are  misreporting  their 
secondary  school  grade  level  on  the  FAFSA  form.^®  Limiting  the  adjustment  in  this  manner  avoids 
(though  perhaps  overly  so)  penalizing  institutions  by  improperly  assigning  students  to  an  earlier 
cohort,  where  the  student  would  be  less  likely  to  be  counted  as  a  success  in  the  institution's 
completion  rate  calculation.  In  sum,  the  NSLDS  completion  and  earnings  cohort  measures  are 
thus  based  on  the  universe  of  Title  IV  students  in  a  given  entry  cohort  at  each  institution.  IPEDS 
completion  measures  are  based  on  the  set  of  first -time  full-time  students  in  a  given  entry  cohort 
at  each  institution.  While  in  principle  the  cohorts  contain  only  undergraduate  students,  in 
practice  it  appears  that  inaccurate  reporting  may  lead  to  graduate  students  being  included  in  the 
cohorts  in  some  cases.  Students  are  included  in  the  cohort  if  they  receive  either  a  Pell  Grant  or 
an  undergraduate  federal  loan,  where  an  "undergraduate  loan"  is  identified  as  those  where  an 
institution  does  not  report  the  academic  level  of  student  as  a  graduate  student  on  the  loan 
record.  There  seems  to  be  some  evidence  of  misreporting  by  academic  level,  for  example,  as  we 
find  undergraduate  students  enrolled  in  some  schools  known  to  enroll  only  graduate  students. 
Another  way  in  which  this  might  occur  is  if  students  receive  an  undergraduate  loan  at  an 
institution,  but  then  begin  a  graduate  program  at  the  same  institution  with  no  changes  recorded 
for  their  academic  level  in  NSLDS.  Both  types  of  error  appear  limited  in  scale,  but  might  affect 
results  for  some  institutions.  To  a  certain  extent,  we  address  this  type  of  error  by  eliminating 
institutions  that  report  no  degree-seeking  undergraduates  or  undergraduate  awards  in  IPEDS. 


For  example,  a  student  who  is  first  aided  in  2003  who  reports  entering  his  second  undergraduate  year  would  be 
assigned  to  the  2002  entry  cohort.  An  exception  to  this  general  rule  is  that  students  who  are  observed  transferring 
from  a  previous  institutions  are  assigned  to  the  entry  cohort  when  they  are  observed  first-aided  at  the  institution. 
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Student  debt  measures  are  based  on  cohorts  of  federal  loan  borrowers  who  exit  from  institutions 
in  a  given  year.  That  is,  cumulative  student  debt  is  measured  both  for  students  who  withdraw 
and  those  who  graduate  from  an  institution  in  a  given  year,  again  based  on  award  years.  The 
data  are  provided  as  a  single  metric  and  then  disaggregated  by  completion  status. 

Finally,  repayment  rates  are  based  on  the  set  of  federal  loan  borrowers  who  enter  repayment  in 
a  given  repayment  year,  corresponding  to  the  federal  fiscal  year;  so  the  2011  repayment  cohort 
is  based  on  students  entering  repayment  from  October  1,  2010  to  September  30,  2011.  Since 
students  who  graduate  may  not  immediately  enter  repayment  either  due  to  their  6-month  grace 
period  or  to  a  loan  deferment  granted,  for  example,  for  economic  hardship  or  upon  entering 
graduate  school,  many  students  are  likely  to  enter  repayment  in  a  different  year  than  when  they 
exit  the  institution. 


There  are,  however,  some  limitations  to  subgroup  calculations  that  are  important  to  understand. 
First,  as  mentioned  above,  the  data  are  only  for  Title  IV  aid  recipients.  This  makes  it  difficult  to 
calculate  what  fraction  of  the  relevant  subgroup  is  represented  by  the  data  because  IPEDS  and 
other  data  sources  do  not  contain  the  total  of  all  Title  IV  students  or  all  undergraduate  students 
in  a  given  entry  or  exit  cohort.  Moreover,  some  data  elements  are  suppressed  for  institutions  or 
subgroups  with  few  observations,  and  so  a  small  fraction  of  students  may  not  be  represented  in 
the  data.  Additionally,  to  reduce  the  influence  of  outlier  observations  and  provide  students  with 
more  reliable  information,  many  measures  of  performance  such  as  cumulative  debt  levels  and 
earnings  information  are  presented  for  the  median  (rather  than  mean)  student  in  a  cohort. 
Medians  cannot  be  aggregated  in  the  same  way  as  means  to  calculate,  for  example,  median 


Since  different  metri^s,,||]re  based  on  different  groups  of  students  and  organized  by  different  event 
dates,  users  of  th^^M^^hould  exercise  caution  when  linking  data  for  different  metrics  for  the 
same  institution.  f^iM^ple,  an  analyst  may  be  interested  in  how  changes  in  completion  rates 
affect  the  likelihood  of  loan  repayment  across  a  set  of  institutions.  This  analysis  is  complicated 
because  neither  NSLDS  nor  IPEDS  measures  of  completion  are  presented  only  for  borrowers  (the 
relevant  population  for  the  repayment  measure),  and  because  the  set  of  students  in  a  given  entry 
year  cphort  may  enter  repayment  across  several  different  repayment  years.  To  partially  facilitate 
sures  for  such  analyses,  the  completion  and  earnings  data  contain  the  median  dates 
Mlkidividuals  in  each  entry  cohort  exited  the  institution  (relevant  for  debt)  and  entered 


nt  for  repayment  rates). 

<il  Data  to  Explore  Sector-level  and  Student  Outcomes 
ata  presented  here  are  organized  by  institution,  they  can  in  some  cases  be  used  to 


sta^ent  outcomes  at  various  levels  of  aggregation  such  as  for  a  particular  institution  type 

«  *  w  i  I  *  . 

fer  student  subgroup  (e.g.,  low-income  students).  For  many  institutional  outcome 
meSifljres  reported,  including  completion  or  repayment  rates,  the  data  include  the  number  of 
students  in  the  institution  and  the  subgroup  upon  which  each  measure  is  based  (i.e..  the  number 
in  the  denominator  of  the  rate)  so  that  a  weighted  student  level  average  can  be  completed  by 
aggregating  outcomes  across  any  relevant  set  of  institutions. 
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earnings  for  students  in  a  particular  sector.  In  some  cases,  both  means  and  medians  are 
presented,  so  users  can  select  the  measure  that  best  suits  their  purpose. 

Additional  Notes  on  the  Earnings  Measures 

Beyond  the  broad  data  issues  described  above,  users  of  the  earnings  data  should  be  aware  of 
several  details  that  give  context  to  the  interpretation  of  particular  student  outcome  metrics.  As 
described  above,  aggregate  earnings  statistics  are  presented  for  students  measured  at  various 
points  in  time  following  the  year  they  enter  an  institution.  Data  users  should  be  aware  of  the 
following  important  aspects  of  these  data: 

1)  Earnings  are  estimated  for  undergraduate  Title  IV  recipients  only,  because  we  match 

student-level  data  in  NSLDS  to  administrative  earnings  records.  The  share  of  each 
institution's  entering  class  represented  by  Title  IV  students  can  vary  substantially  due  to 
both  differences  in  family  income  of  students  attending  those  institutions  and  to  state 
and  institutional  aid  policies.  In  institutions  where  this  share  is  low,  results  may  be  less 
representative  of  the  entire  student  body.  However,  as  noted  above,  over  70  percent  of 
all  graduating  postsecondary  have  ever  received  either  federal  Pell  grants  or 

federal  loans  under  the  Title  IV^^^m. 

2)  Mean  and  median  earnings,  as  well  as  percentiles  of  the  earnings  distribution,  are 

presented  for  non-enrolled  workers  (where  "worker"  is^tf^d  as  an  individual  with 
positive  earnings  in  the  calendar  year).  Enrolled  indi^l^fe  are  omitted  from  the 
calculation  so  as  to  avoid  having  earnings  appear  low  for  iristffdttons  where  a  high  fraction 
of  students  go  on  to  graduate  studies  (though  some  enrolled  individuals  are  in  different 
undergraduate  institutions).  These  students  are  identified  as  enrolled  if  they  have  an 
undergraduate  loan  that  is  in  in-school  deferment  status  for  at  least  30  days  during  the 
measurement  year.  A  limitation  of  this  methodology  is  that  there  is  no  way  of  identifying 
whether  former  Title  IV  recipients  who  received  only  Pell  grant  aid  are  enrolled. 
Supplemental  analyses  performed  by  tfve  Department  of  the  Treasury  compared 
estimates  of  enrollment  status  of  stu^ltgl  ibssed  on  the  deferral  status  of  their  loans  to 
estimates  based  on  the  existence  of  liS^tSx  forms  filed  by  institutions  to  allow  students 
to  deduct  tuition  expenses  from  their  taxable  incomes.  While  both  measures  lead  to 
similar  estimates  of  the  fraction  of  students  enrolled,  different  students  are  identified  by 
each  measure.  Although  further  work  is  required  to  fully  understand  the  measurement 
gaps,  preliminary  results  suggest  we  may  be  mistakenly  including  some  enrolled  students 
in  tbi^^^ings  measur§,;,:f||{S  could  lead  to  an  underestimation  of  mean  and  median 
earh^^:^  non-enrollec(;;sibi^hts  at  institutions  where  students  significantly  reduce  their 
work  hours  while  enrolled. 

3)  Earnings  are  meay.j.?«^for  all  Title  IV  students  who  attended  an  institution,  regardless  of 
completion  status:,/,  variation  in  earnings  across  institutions  will  partially  reflect 
differences  in  completion  rates  (to  the  extent  completion  affects  earnings  at  an 
institution).  This  differs  from  other  commonly  reported  earnings  measures  that  often 
present  earnings  information  for  graduates  only,  ignoring  the  outcomes  of  the  often 
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fo  complete  their  degree.  Moreover,  PayScale  data  both 
|d  data  for  graduates,  sometimes  based  on  relatively  few 
lings  of  students  who  continue  their  studies  at  a  graduate 
leveCpoferitlaliy  biasing  Sown  earnings  measures  for  schools  that  send  many  graduates 
on  to  further  study  Many  public  state  systems  rely  on  state  unemployment  insurance 
data,  which  are  limited  by  the  inability  to  track  students  across  states.  It  should  also  be 
noted  that  measured  earnings  might  reflect  the  contributions  of  a  student's  subsequent 
education.  For  student  transfers  to  a  different  institution,  or  attends 

graduate  school,  and  not  enrolled  at  the  point  of  measurement,  their 

earnings  are  capt|t^:^5}^whort  of  the  original  institution.  In  this  sense,  the  measure 
captures  all  the  n  institution  might  contribute  to  its  students'  labor  market 

success  (i.e.,  suppSf^g’^fem  through  graduation,  and^ifijgjn^  tte^tf^f^-or  be 
accepted  to  graduate  school).  '  ~_Z  ~  ^  ^ 


4)  The  data  include  information  on  the  fraction  of  individf 


pay 


the 
Data 
the 
find 


among  those  who  are  not  currently  enrolled.  This  is 
number  of  individuals  with  no  reported  earnings  over  tl^g&i; 
users  should  be  careful  in  interpreting  this  as  a  measure 
fraction  of  workers  in  the  labor  force 
employment.  Based  on  the  Current  Population  Survey, 
one-fourth  (25.6  percent)  of  non-employed  individuals  not  currently  enrolled,  with  at 
least  some  college  experience,  and  between  the  ages  of  25  and  34  say  they  are  currently 
looking  for  work  (i.e.,  are  unemployed).^®  Of  course,  the  fraction  of  those  not  working 
who  are  likely  to  be  "unemployed"  is  likely  to  differ  across  institutions.  For  example,  at 
institutions  that  specialize  in  vocational  training  offerings,  it  is  likely  that  a  significant 
share  of  non-employment  does  in  fact  represent  unemployment,  given  the  goals  of 
students  enrolling  in  such  programs. 


Additional  Notes  on  NSLDS  Completion  and  Transfer  Rate  Measures 

This  report  relies  primarily  on  the  well-known  IPEDS  completion  measures.  As  explained  above, 
the  data  also  include  preliminary,  NSLDS-derived,  institution-specific  measures  of  completion 
and  transfer  rates  that  appear  very  promising  relative  to  currently  available  measures  and  are 
likely  to  improve  as  institutional  reporting  becomes  more  accurate.  Since  NSLDS  is  not  designed 
to  measure  these  outcomes,  however,  it  is  not  surprising  that  there  are  some  limitations  to  using 
the  data  to  measure  completion  and  transfers.  These  data  are  currently  not  appropriate  for 
consumer  information  purposes,  pending  further  quality  reviews.  Researchers  should  therefore 
be  careful  in  their  use  and  especially  cognizant  of  the  following  limitations: 


1)  While  many  institutions  appear  to  report  completion  or  withdrawal  outcomes  very 

accurately,  many  struggle  to  do  so  for  their  students  who  do  not  take  out  loans.  This  is 

primarily  attributable  to  the  fact  that  NSLDS  is  an  administrative  financial  aid  database, 
the  main  purpose  of  which  is  tracking  such  information  to  determine  when  students  enter 


Based  on  CEA  calculations  using  the  combined  monthly  files  in  the  2014  Current  Population  Survey. 
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repayment.  This  decision  does  not  depend  on  whether  students  withdraw  or  graduate 
and  is  irrelevant  for  students  who  do  not  borrow  school.  As  a  result,  reporting 

for  Pell-only  recipients  is  inconsistent,  leading  to  lo^sj^lmated  completion  rates  in  many 
schools  with  high  fractions  of  Pell-only  recipients.  A’comparison  with  state  administrative 
data  in  one  state  shows  that  over  80  percent  of  Pell-only  completions  were  not  reported 
for  the  2007  cohort,  though  that  fraction  dropped  below  50  percent  in  the  next  cohort. 
In  particular,  measured  completion  rates  are  particularly  low  for  community  colleges  at 
which  many  students  receive  only  Pell  grants,  and  also  appear  low  for  some  elite 
institutions  that  have  adopted  "no-loan"  financial  aid  policies  for  students  below  some 
family  income  threshold  (so  Title  IV  recipients  are  predominantly  Pell  only  recipients). 
More  generally,  some  schools  appear  not  to  reliably  report  completion  outcomes  for  any 
students  (those  receiving  loans  and/or  Pell  grants)  and  therefore  have  (implausibly)  low 
estimated  completion  rates.^^ 

2)  The  data  does  not  directly  report  start  dates  for  students.  Rather,  start  dates  are 
estimated  from  the  dates  we  observe  students  first  receiving  federal  aid  at  an  institution 
in  conjunction  with  their  self-reported  grade  level  at  that  time.  As  a  result,  there  may  be 
errors  in  assigning  students  to  cohorts.  Based  on  attempts  to  validate  the  completion 
rates  using  administrative  data  from  a  state  higher  education  system,  it  appears  that  this 
method  assigns  students  to  the  correct  cohort  about  70  percent  of  the  time,  and  to  an 
adjacent  year's  cohort  another  10  to  12  percent  of  the  time.  Larger  errors  tend  to  assign 
students  to  more  recent  cohorts,  which  may  have  the  effect  of  artificially  increasing 
cohort  completion  rates  by  extending  the  measurement  window.  Since  relatively  few 
completions  occur  after  150  percent  of  the  program  length,  this  should  not  have  a  large 
impact  on  measured  rates. Validation  af^(]^!^es  using  state  administrative  data 
suggested  fewer  than  five  percent  of  studej^ji^prall  were  wrongly  assigned  to  a  more 
recent  cohort. 

3)  Finally,  the  data  in  NSLDS  on  enrollment  intensity  and  transfer  status  are  both  of  poor 

quality  for  Pell-only  students  prior  to  2012.  Because  of  this,  the  data  do  not  support 
reporting  completion  rates  disaggregated  by  full-time  and  part-time  status,  or  first-time 
and  not-first-time  status.  Moreoyer,  since  transfers  can  only  be  identified  if  the  student 
receiyes  Title  IV  aid  at  the  transfer-in  is^j^on,  NSLDS  cannot  reliably  identify  all  transfer 
students. 


NSLDS  data  were  compared  with  data  from  other  sources,  the  National  Student  Clearinghouse 

(NSC),  the  State  Council  of  Higher  Education  for  Virginia  (SCH^3^rjf:'^|i|<§^nning  Postsecondary  Survey  (BPS). 
These  data  were  used  to  conduct, p.ftjpnal-,  sector-,  and  stude^'iW®^1fwrfjsfative  analyses,  using  NSC 
supplemented  data  where  ap^^H^^^. 

Overall,  an  additional  3  per<i^i|i^|tudents  complete  between  150  percent  and  200  percent  time  frames.  This 
varies  by  sector,  where  two-  and  less-than-two  year  public  schools,  two-year  non-profits,  and  four-year  four- 
profits  see  more  completions  between  those  time  frames. 
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IV.  Methods  for  Assessing  the  Causal  Effect  of  Institutions  on  Student 
(Outcomes 

There  are  a  variety  of  techniques  that  have  been  developed  to  measure  the  causal  effect  of 
institutions  on  student  outcomes.  This  is  an  active  area  of  methodological  development  and 
research.  This  section  provides  an  overview  of  the  various  approaches  to  estimating  institution 
quality,  and  discusses  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  each  approach.  It  also  presents 
exploratory  estimates  of  institution  quality  that  illustrate  how  differences  in  methodology  can 
lead  to  quite  different  estimates  of  college  quality. 

An  Overview  of  Methods 

There  is  a  deep  and  active  academic  literature  in  economics  and  education  research  on  how  to 
best  measure  schools'  causal  impact  on  student  outcomes,  though  until  recently  it  has  largely 
focused  on  K-12  education.  This  section  presents  an  overview  of  the  benefits  and  drawbacks  of 
different  statistical  approaches  to  measuring  the  causal  effect  of  postsecondary  institutions  and 
discusses  details  of  exploratory  estimates  of  institutional  quality  based  on  federal  data.  An  in- 
depth  treatment  of  these  estimation  issues  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  report,  but  several 
excellent  discussions  are  available  including  Hoxby  (2015),  Chetty,  Friedman,  and  Rockoff  (2014), 
Rothstein  (2010),  and  Kane  and  Staiger  (2008). 

Consider  the  following  model  that  relates  student  outcomes  to  their  characteristics  prior  to 
beginning  their  studies  and  school  quality 


Yis  —  "F  "b  ^is 


(1) 


where  Xi^  is  a  vector  of  observed  student  characteristics  including  family  income,  gender,  etc. 
that  are  associated  with  students'  outcomes;  ju^is  a  vector  of  school  fixed  effects  (i.e.,  coefficients 
associated  with  a  vector  of  indicator  variables  equal  to  one  if  student  /  attended  school  s^;  and 
€is  represents  all  unobserved  determinants  of  outcomes  (e.g.,  academic  background,  career 
goals,  work  ethic,  etc.).  The  parameters  of  interest  in  this  framework  are  1^5— the  subscript  s  is 
meant  to  underscore  that  there  is  one  coefficient  associated  with  each  school— which  represent 
the  causal  effect  of  attending  school  s  on  student  outcomes  relative  to  attending  some  reference 
institution,  or  in  other  words,  the  institution's  "quality."^^ 

There  are  several  challenges 'involved  in  accurately  estimating  schools'  causal  contributions  to 
student  success  along  a  particular  dimension.  Most  importantly  there  may  be'^mitte^variables— 
student  characteristics  that  are  important  determinants  of  outcomes— that  might  hinder 
attempts  to  statistically  control  for  differences  in  the  types  of  students  that  different  institutions 
enroll.  For  example,  an  important  limitation  of  federal  data  sources  is  a  lack  of  information  on 


That  is,  if  Tis  annual  earnings,  then  /ijhas  the  interpretation  of  the  earnings  that  a  student  would  earn  by 
attending  institution  s  relative  to  what  he  would  earn  by  attending  some  reference  inst'rtution,  conditional  on  the 
vector  of  characteristics  X. 
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individual  students'  academic  preparation,  such  as  high-school  GPA  or  colle^;a^;^issions  test 
scores  (e.g.,  SAT  or  ACT  scores).  Since  academic  preparation  is  likely  to  be  botlh  related  to  the 
outcome  of  interest  and  to  college  quality,  omitting  this  variable  may  bias  estimates  of  college 
quality.  Of  course,  the  impact  of  omitting  any  particular  variable  on  the  accuracy  of  college 
quality  estimates  depends  on  context.  Controlling  for  differences  in  academic  preparation  may 
be  less  important,  for  example,  in  estimating  quality  among  less-  or  non-selective  schools  where 
differences  in  the  academic  background  of  students  across  schools  may  be  less  pronounced. 

A  related  challenge  is  that  students  may  enroll  in  colleges  of  differing  quality  depending  on  the 
observed  and  unobserved  characteristics  of  schools  and  student  preferences,  and  these 
determinants  of  enrollment  choices  may  affect  outcomes.  Hoxby  (2015)  explains  this  selection 
can  be  either  "vertical,"  when  institutions  are  more  selective  in  their  admissions  and  the 
correlation  between  the  selection  criteria  and  outcomes  is  the  source  of  bias,  or  "horizontal," 
when  schools  may  not  be  selective  at  all  but  may  nonetheless  enroll  students  with  different 
"potential  outcomes"  due,  for  example,  to  geographic  differences  in  the  strength  of  the  labor 
market  or  proximity  to  better  high-schools  and, thus  better  prepared  students.  Depending  on  the 
estimation  strategy  chosen,  both  and  selection  effects  can  lead  to  misleading 

estimates  of  school  quality,  where  may  potentially  lead  to  overestimating  or 

underestimating  school  quality. 

I 

Much  of  the  methodology  in  K-12  education  literature  focuses  on  isolating  the  causal  impact  of 
schools  and  teachers  on  student  outcomes.  It  is  worth  emphasizing  that  accurately  measuring 
the  impact  of  attending  an  institution  may  be  more  empirically  challenging  than  in  K-12  education 
for  a  number  of  reasons.  First,  it  is  often  impossible  to  observe  a  particular  outcome  (e.g., 
earnings  or  repayment)  for  students  prior  to  their  entry  into  college,  whereas,  at  least  in 
elementary  and  secondary  school  where  test  scores  are  a  common  outcome,  it  is  common  to 
have  standardized  tests  in  a  subject  measured  at  the  end  of  each  grade.  The  lack  of  a  "pre-test" 
to  include  in  Xis  rules  out  research  designs  (e.g.,  individual  fixed  effects  models)  that  use  the 
change  in  an  outcome  for  the  same  individuals  to  better  control  for  hard  to  observe  but  "time- 
invariant"  (i.e.,  not  changing  over  time)  differences  in  the  characteristics  of  individuals  in  one 
school  versus  another.^'*  And  second,  it  seems  likely  that  student  sorting  into  colleges  based  on 
quality  is  likely  to  be  more  pronounced  than  student  sorting  to  K-12  schools  or  teachers  given 
the  more  constrained  choices  offered  in  the  K-12  level  for  most  students.  As  a  result,  the  bias  in 
raw  outcome  measures  may  be  greater  in  magnitude,  leaving  more  work  for  the  statistical  model 
to  isolate  quality. 

Below,  several  methods  for  measuring  college  quality  are  discussed,  alorig  with  the  strengths  and 
limitations  of  each  method. 


While  some  students— especially  older  students— may  have  labor  market  experience  prior  to  entering  college,  it 
can  be  difficult  to  judge  whether  the  time  path  of  their  earnings  prior  to  entry— which  in  some  cases  might 
represent  part-time  earnings  while  enrolled  in  high-school— are  a  good  counterfactual  to  what  their  earnings 
would  have  been  as  they  aged  (e.g.  and  graduated  high  school)  if  they  did  not  attend  a  college.  For  a  measure  such 
as  a  repayment  rate,  no  pre-college  data  are  likely  to  exist. 
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Aggregate  (School-Level)  Regression  Adjustment 
A  commonly  used  method  for  estimating  college  quality  relies  on  aggregate  institution-level  data. 
In  particular,  a  school's  causal  effect  on  student  outcomes  is  measured  by  regressing  school-level 
average  outcomes  (y'5)  on  school-level  characteristics,  including  the  average  characteristics  of 
students  at  the  school  (.Yj),  and  designating  the  residual  from  this  equation  the  school's  quality, 
where  quality  is  implicitly  measured  as  the  component  of  a  school's  average  earnings  that  is  not 
explained  by  the  school's  characteristics  (including  the  average  characteristics  of  its  students). 
The  logic  behind  this  approach  is  intuitive:  the  regression  model  estimates  the  "predicted" 
average  student  outcome  of  each  college  based  on  the  relationship  between  these  outcomes 
and  school  level  inputs,  such  as  the  average  SAT  scores  of  students,  the  fraction  who  are  low- 
income,  the  fraction  female,  etc.  The  difference  between  the  school's  actual  and  predicted 
outcomes,  is  used  as  the  measure  of  quality— in  other  words,  quality  is  the  portion  of  the 
institution's  students'  success  that  is  not  "explained"  by  the  students'  characteristics.  The 
rankings  published  by  U.S.  News  and  World  Report  and  Washington  Monthly  magazines  both 
include  such  a  measure  for  completion  rates,  albeit  weighed  lightly,  and  researchers  have  also 
used  these  types  of  measures  for  both  earnings  and  completion  (Rothwell  and  Kulkarni,  2015; 
Kelchen  and  Harris,  2012). 


An  important  consideration  in  implementing  any  of  the  approaches  discussed  in  this  section,  is 
the  choice  of  which  student  and  institution  characteristics  (.Y^)  to  include  in  the  model.  In 
principle,  to  measure  the  causal  impact  that  institutions  have  on  student  outcomes,  it  is 
important  to  control  for  all  predetermined  (measured  prior  to  a  student's  enrollment)  student 
characteristics  that  might  affect  outcomes  and  are  likely  to  differ  across  institutions.  The  most 
important  set  of  variables  to  include  depend  on  context,  and  this  report  generally  considers  only 
those  relevant  for  comparing  performance  across  the  full  range  of  post-secondary  institutions. 
Including  institution  level  data  may  also  be  appropriate,  but  doing  so  might  risk  masking  some  of 
the  institutional  quality  effects  we  are  attempting  to  measure  by  conditioning  on  mechanisms 
that  colleges  use  to  produce  good  outcomes  for  their  students.  For  example,  inclusion  of  per- 
student  expenditures  as  a  control  variable  might  absorb  the  part  of  institutional  quality  related 
to  the  resources  institutions'  devote  to  students.  The  measure  of  quality  that  results  could  still 
be  relevant— for  example  if  the  relevant  question  has  to  do  with  how  efficiently  institutions 
produce  good  outcomes  for  their  students— but  may  be  misleading  to  students  making  college 
choices.  In  general,  controlling  for  institution  level  determinants  of  quality  (spending,  teacher 
characteristics,  class-size,  etc.)  may  similarly  lead  to  misleading  information  about  quality 
differences. 


While  the  aggregate  model  is  attractive  because  data  on  aggregate  institutional  outcomes  and 
student  characteristics  are  more  readily  available,  it  is  unlikely  to  yield  accurate  measures  of 
differences  in  college  quality  across  a  broad  and  heterogeneous  set  of  institutions.^^  This  method 
relies  on  the  assumption  that  student  characteristics  are  uncorrelated  with  the  quality  of  the 
institution  in  which  they  enroll,  or  in  statistical  parlance,  treats  a  "random  effect."  If  this 


As  noted  above,  the  method  may  be  appropriate  in  a  more  homogenous  subset  of  schools,  or  where  there  is  less 
selection  of  particular  types  of  students  to  higher  or  lower  quality  institutions. 
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assumption  is  false  and,  for  example,  students  from  higher  income  families  sort  ii^^lfe^her- 
quality  schools  and  family  income  independently  affects  completion  rates,  then  the  estimated 
relationship  between  completion  rates  and  family  income  will  reflect  both  this  student-sorting 
selection  effect  and  the  higher  quality  effects  of  the  schools  with  richer  students.  The  aggregate- 
level  regression  model  treats  all  of  this  correlation  as  attributable  to  family  income  differences 
across  schools,  however,  and  so  will  adjust  away  this  part  of  the  quality  differences  across 
schools.  Indeed,  in  a  recent  working  paper  Altonji  and  Mansfield  (2014)  argue  that  if  a  sufficiently 
rich  set  of  information  is  included  in  the  vector  Xi^,  then  the  residualized  outcomes  (i.e.  the 
regression  residuals  used  for  the  school  quality  estimates)  from  the  aggregate  regression  will 
capture  only  the  component  of  quality  that  is  unknown  to  students  and  their  families  when  they 
select  an  institution  to  attend. 

A  simple  illustration  may  help  convey  the  intuition  for  how  aggregate  regressions  can  mislead. 
The  solid  square  markers  in  Figure  4-1  depict  the  average  of  institutional  mean  earnings  10  years 
after  entry,  across  eight  x-axis  "bins"  of  the  share  of  the  institutions'  students  who  come  from 
families  with  incomes  below  $30,000,  for  four-year  schools.  For  example,  the  first  square  on  the 
left  of  the  Figure  represents  the  average  earnings  for  Title  IV  students  who  attend  institutions 
where  between  zero  and  10  percent  of  students  come  from  low-income  families,  and  the  next 
square  to  the  right  depicts  the  same  information  for  students  in  institutions  with  between  10  and 
20  percent  of  students  coming  from  low-income  families,  etc.  The  estimated  regression  line  of 
institutional  average  earnings  for  the  fraction  of  students  who  are  poor  suggests  that  average 
post-college  earnings  are  about  $26,000  lower  for  low-income  students  than  for  students  who 
are  not  low-income.  Accordingly,  the  aggregate  regression  approach  would  judge  an  institution 
that  was  comprised  of  all  poor  students  to  have  the  same  quality  as  an  institution  with  no  poor 
students  but  with  $26,000  higher  earnings. 

The  triangular  and  circular  markers  in  the  Figure,  however,  show  the  average  incomes  for  these 
two  different  groups  of  students  within  institutions  in  each  range  of  low-income  student 
enrollment  share.  The  Figure  shows  that  within-school  differences  are  much  smaller  than  across- 
school  differences,  only  $5,000,  about  one-fifth  the  magnitude  implied  by  the  aggregate 
regression  line,  and  do  not  vary  much  across  institutions.  It  is  clear  that  students  in  schools  with 
more  low-income  students  have  worse  outcomes  for  all  students,  not  just  poor  students, 
suggesting  that  the  observed  relationship  between  aggregate  earntogs  the  share  of  low- 
income  students  may  reflect  more  than  the  direct  impact  family  incomes  on 

earnings.^®  This  is  suggestive  evidence  that  school  quality  is  correlated family  income  of 
enrolled  students  and  is  consistent  with  the  argument  that  aggregate  .regressions  may  over 
control  for  quality  (i.e.,  the  regression  line  in  the  Figure  is  drawn  tod- ^eeply):*^ 


Other  quality  measures  may  be  related  to  student  backgrounds  in  similar  ways  as  well.  However,  not  all  are 
related  in  every  context.  For  instance,  student  characteristics  exhibit  a  negligible  relationship  with  the  gainful 
employment  metric  (debt  to  earnings  ratio)  among  applicable  programs;  this  is  much  less  the  case  when 
comparing  a  broader  set  of  outcomes  across  the  full  spectrum  of  higher  education  institutions. 

Another  possibility  is  that  the  observed  difference  in  the  across-school  and  within-school  correlation  between 
family  income  and  earnings  is  driven  by  an  omitted  factor  that  is  positively  correlated  with  both  family  income  and 
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Figure  4-1:  Earnings  by  Income  at  4  Year  Schools 

Mean  Earnings 


Note:  Data  for  10  year  earnings.  Low  income  defined  as  (ess  than  $30,000,  and 
medium/tiigh  income  defined  as  greater  tfian  $30,000. 

Source:  Department  of  EducatiW^i^i^ege  Scorecaitf  Data 


School-Level  Matching  (Peer  Comparfi^M^  Approaches 

An  approach  that  is  closely  related  to  measuring  an  institution's  causal  impact  with  an  aggregate- 
level  regression  is  to  group  colleges  into  sets  of  "peer"  institutions  and  then  to  compare  the  raw 
outcomes  of  each  institution  within  the  group.  In  this  framework,  the  peers  of  an  institution  are 
typically  selected  based  on  the  affinity  of  aggregated  student-level  characteristics  and  some 
institution-level  characteristics.  The  logic  of  this  approach  is  essentially  the  same  as  in  the 
aggregate  regression  approach:  The  estimate  of  causal  impact  for  each  institution  is  based  on  a 
comparison  of  its  actual  outcome  to  a  "predicted"  outcome,  but  the  predicted  outcome  is  derived 
based  on  the  average  outcome  for  the  set  of  peer  institutions  rather  than  the  regression  model. 
This  may  have  some  advantages  over  the  regression  approach  described  above:  a)  it  can  be  more 
transparent  to  a  non-technical  audience,  in  that  it  is  based  only  on  the  actual  student  outcomes 
of  the  institution  and  the  peer  group  (though  in  practice  these  comparisons  are  also  complex, 
since  sophisticated  matching  algorithms  just  move  the  statistical  modeling  to  the  selection  of 
peer  groups  rather  than  the  adjustment  of  outcomes);  b)  to  the  extent  groupings  reflect 
institutions'  senses  of  their  own  peers,  this  type  of  information  may  be  useful  in  allowing  them 
to  benchmark  their  performance;  and  c)  as  a  technical  matter,  to  the  extent  that  the  relationship 
between  student  and  institution  characteristics  may  be  highly  non-linear,  this  approach  can  be 
less  sensitive  to  errors  in  specification  in  the  regression  model. 


On  the  other  hand,  peer  group  methodologies  may  suffer  from  the  same  drawbacks  as  the 
aggregate  regression  model,  and  there  may  be  other  sources  of  error  as  well.  If  peer  groups  are 
formed  by  partitioning  institutions  into  a  set  of  groups,  and  each  institution  is  compared  to  its 
group's  average  performance,  then  estimates  of  causal  impact  can  swing  dramatically  for 
institutions  that  might  be  close  to  the  group  boundaries.  Alternatively,  if  peer  groups  were 
created  by  splitting  schools  into  selectivity  tiers  based  on  their  students'  average  SAT  scores. 


post-college  earnings.  For  example,  if  both  richer  and  poorer  students  at  wealthier  schools  tend  to  have  stronger 
academic  preparation,  this  could  account  for  the  "excess"  correlation  in  family  income  and  earnings  across 
schools. 
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some  schools  near  the  cutoff  points  might  be  evaluated  differently  despite  having  very  similar 
student  composition  and  student  outcomes.  For  example,  the  school  with  highest  student  SAT 
scores  in  the  lower  selectivity  group  is  likely  to  be  evaluated  more  favorably  than  the  school  with 
the  lowest  (but  similar)  SAT  score  in  the  higher  selectivity  group  even  with  identical  outcomes 
because  of  the  difference  in  peer  groups.  Similarly,  if  institutions  were  compared  within  the  same 
geographic  region,  the  rating  of  institutions  near  these  boundaries  could  be  distorted. 


To  illustrate  this  point.  Figure  4-2  depicts  the  earnings  outcomes  of  nine  institutions  and 
considers  a  case  in  which  institutional  peer  groups  are  formed  by  grouping  institutions  into  three 
groups  based  on  the  share  of  low-income  Title  IV  students  they  enroll,  indtf^ted  by  the  vertical 
dotted  lines.  In  the  Figure,  the  mean  outcome  within  each  group  is  in(|^pi  by  the  horizontal 
liqe,  To  see  the  potential  for  misleading  results  near  the  boundary,  conlilai&y'how  this  approach 
woufd  asi^eSs  institutions  C  and  D.  College  C  has  higher  earnings  than  D  and  only  a  slightly  smaller 
fraction  of  bw-income  students.  However,  since  it  is  just  below  the  low-income  enrollment  share 

'  I 

delineating  the  first  and  second  peer  groups,  its  earnings  are  compared  to  a  higher  peer  group 
megn,,  suggesting  it  provides  worse  outcomes  for  its  students  than  D,  which  looks  good  as  it  is 
cOmpare<^  to  a  lower  peer  average. 


Anotheif  ljiit|^^|  of  this  approach  is  that  with  fairly  coarse  groupings,  the  approach  might  not 
?Uffjcbntfy  ^^'Student  characteristics  between  schools,  allowing  differences  within  groups  to 
be  influenced  by  fairly  large  differences  in  student  characteristics  across  institutions.  For 
example.  College  B  has  only  slightly  higher  earnings  than  C,  but  C  enrolls  almost  double  the 
number  of  low-income  students— a  difference  that  is  ignored  by  this  approach  since  both  schools 
are  in  the  same  group. 


Figure  4-2:  Average  Earning 
of  Low 


Fraction 
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Hot*  33i(l  and  6"th  peK*«til*5  of  fraction  loo  incom*  not*<l  oith  dott«sd  lin«. 
Source;  D<spartm*nt  of  Edu<:3tion.  C o  11* g* Scorecard  Data 


This  example  also  shows  that,  similar  to  the  aggregate  regression  approach,  comparing  school 
performance  relative  to  their  peer  group  means  may  obscure  too  much  information  about  school 
quality.  Despite  having  significantly  higher  earnings.  College  B  would  be  rated  worse  than  College 
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H  since  they  are  compared  to  very  different  peer  institutions.  If,  as  suggested  above,  higher  family 
income  students  tend  to  sort  into  higher  quality  institutions,  then  this  may  not  be  appropriate. 

Of  course,  there  are  many  different  ways  of  implementing  a  peer-group  methodology.  For 
example,  finer  approaches  exist  that  select  a  different  set  of  peer  institutions  for  every 
institution.  The  website  College  Results  Online,  for  example,  separately  selects  peer  institutions 
for  each  college  by  identifying  a  set  of  institutions  that  is  most  similar  based  on  SAT/ACT  test 
scores,  the  percentage  of  students  receiving  Pell  grants,  the  type  of  control  (public  vs.  private), 
total  full-time  enrollment,  and  a  host  of  other  factors  (College  Results  Online,  2015).  This 
approach  helps  in  the  creation  of  a  more  homogenous  set  of  peer  institutions,  but  may  sacrifice 
some  simplicity  and  trans^e&y  in  the  process. 

Individual  Level  Model  of  Causal  Impact 

To  control  for  the  important  issue  of  student  sorting  based  on  quality,  economists  tend  to  model 
Us  as  a  vector  of  fixed  effects,  with  the  associated  coefficients  representing  the  institutions' 
quality,  or  causal  effect  on  the  outcome  Yis.  The  innovation  of  this  approach  over  those  discussed 
‘  Sflbove  is  that  the  within-school  covariation  between  student  characteristics  and  outcomes  are 
’ -yseH  to  identify  p,  and  thus  controlling  for  those  characteristics  does  not  absorb  across  school 
differences  in  quality  that  may  be  related  to  average  differences  in  Xis-  For  concreteness,  in  the 
context  of  the  discussion  of  Figure  4-2  above  (and  ignoring  any  role  of  other  characteristics),  a 
school  with  all  poor  students  would  be  judged  equivalent  in  quality  to  a  school  with  no  low- 
income  students  and  $5,000  higher  earnings— the  average  difference  in  earnings  between 
students  from  low-income  and  not  low-income  families  within  schools  (rather  than  $26,000 
higher  earnings  using  the  aggregate  level  approach). 

In  this  "institution  fixed-effect"  approach,  if  students  select  institutions  based  on  omitted 
characteristics  that  are  related  to  outcomes  conditional  on  Xis,  then  estimates  of  the  causal 
impact  may  still  be  substantially  biased  (as  would  be  also  the  case  with  the  aggregated 
institution-level  data-based  methods  described  above).  The  extent  of  this  problem  depends  on 
the  particulars  of  the  data  available.  In  the  federal  data  used  in  this  report,  rich  information  on 
students'  family  income  prior  to  school  entry  is  available  as  a  control,  as  is  information  about  the 
student's  gender,  age,  veteran  status,  and  parents'  education  levels.  Borrowing  from  a  strategy 
employed  by  Dale  and  Krueger  (2002, 2011),  data  on  the  number  of  institutions  to  which  students 
send  their  FAFSA,  and  the  average  SAT  (equivalent)  score  of  those  institutions  (as  reported  to 
IPEDS)  are  also  used  as  controls.  These  variables  may  help  proxy  for  the  student's  academic 
preparation  and  ambition— an  important  addition  since  federal  data  do  not  contain  individual- 
level  information  on  a  student's  academic  ability  such  as  standardized  test  scores  or  high  school 
GPA.  The  key  question  for  whether  this  method  is  able  to  deliver  unbiased  estimates  of 
institutions'  causal  impacts  on  student  success  is  whether  unobserved  factors  (such  as  individual 
level  academic  background)  both  affect  the  outcome  of  interest  (earnings  or  completion  rates, 
for  example)  and  are  correlated  with  other  variables  included  in  the  model. 
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Comparing  the  Use  of  Individual-Level  versus  Aggregate-Level  Approaches  to 
Measuring  the  Causal  Effect  of  institutions  on  Student  Earnings 
This  section  presents  institutional  quality  measures  based  on  post-enrollment  earnings  estimated 
by  the  aggregate  and  individual  level  regression  approaches,  and  compares  them  to  raw  average 
student  outcomes.  It  should  be  stressed  that  the  estimates  presented  here  are  exploratory,  and 
intended  to  facilitate  a  discussion  of  methodological  issues  and  further  work  necessary  to 
develop  accurate  institutional  quality  measures.  They  are  not  intended  to  be  viewed  uncritically 
as  accurate  estimates  of  institutions'  causal  effect  on  earnings. 

To  estimate  college  quality  in  the  institutional  fixed-effect  regressions,  attention  is  restricted  to 
annual  earnings  measured  10  years  after  students  first  enter  the  institution,  and  the  sample  is 
limited  to  students  with  positive  earnings  who  are  not  currently  enrolled  in  school.  These 
students  entered  their  institutions  in  either  the  2001  or  2002  award  years,  and  their  earnings  are 
measured  in  the  2011  or  2012  tax  years.  All  of  the  regression  analyses  are  estimated  separately 
by  institution  level  (four-year,  two-year,  or  less  than  two-year  schools)  based  on  the  level  of  the 
predominant  degree  awarded  by  the  institution  in  2013. 

Several  variations  of  equation  (1)  are  estimated,  each  adding  richer  sets  of  individual-level  control 
variables  to  Xig,  taken  from  information  on  the  FAFSA  forms  associated  with  students'  first 
records  of  federal  aid  receipt.  The  first  specification  controls  primarily  for  socio-economic  status 
variables,  including  student's  financial  dependency  status,  the  log  of  their  family  income 
interacted  with  independent  status,  and  indicator  variables  for  parents'  highest  level  of 
education  completed.  In  the  second  specification  demographic  variables  are  added,  including  the 
individual's  age  and  age-squared  measured  when  they  first  enter  the  program,  gender,  marital 
status,  veteran  status,  and  whether  they  have  children.  A  third  specification  is  similar  to  the 
second,  but  controls  for  family  income  in  a  more  flexible  way  by  replacing  the  log  of  family 
income  variables  with  five  indicator  variables  corresponding  to  ranges  of  family  income,  again 
fully  interacted  with  independent  status  (the  categories  are  $0-$30,000,  $30,001-$48,000, 
$48,001-$75,000,  $75,000-$110,000,  and  greater  than  $110,000,  all  based  on  income  bands  used 
to  report  net  price  differences  in  IPEDS).  Finally,  the  fourth  specification  adds  a  set  of  indicators 
that  describe  the  number  of  schools  a  student  sends  a  FAFSA  form  to  (dummies  for  1, 2, 3, 4,  and 
5  or  more),  and  eight  dummy  variables  for  the  average  SAT  equivalent  score  for  the  schools  to 
which  the  FAFSA  was  sent.^® 

The  models  described  above  do  not  necessarily  reflect  the  frontier  of  what  might  be  done  using 
federal  data.  Rather,  they  control  for  a  simple  but  important  set  of  demographic  information  that 
any  approach  would  likely  adopt,  and  that  can  be  used  in  both  individual-level  and  aggregate- 
level  models  to  highlight  how  results  depend  on  geography.  Federal  data  lack  important 
individual  level  controls  for  race  and  ethnicity  and  academic  background  (e.g.,  individual  level 
SAT  scores),  so  they  are  not  included.  Controlling  for  differences  in  local  labor  market  strength 


Data  from  IPEDS  are  used  to  form  average  SAT  score  equivalents  using  reported  ranges  for  ACT  and  SAT  scores. 

The  eight  indicators  correspond  to  whether  this  score  lies  in  the  following  categories:  less  than  800  or  missing, 
800-950,  950-1000, 1000-1050, 1050-1100, 1100-1150, 1150-1300,  or  greater  than  1300. 
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or  cost  of  living  may  also  be  important,  but  adding  such  controls  may  partially  absorb  part  of  the 
causal  impact  of  colleges— e.g.,  they  impart  skills  that  allow  their  students  to  find  higher  paying 
jobs  in  big  cities.  Controls  for  more  complicated  determinants  of  outcomes  like  this  are  also 
omitted  from  the  analyses  presented  below. 

Estimates  of  Hg  are  the  additional  earnings  students  earn  by  attending  school  s  relative  to 
omitted  "reference"  school.  Rather  than  reporting  these  coefficients,  to  make  the  results  mclre 
easily  interpreted,  the  fixed-effect  estimate  for  each  institution  is  added  to  the  average  earnir*g^ 
level  for  all  individuals  in  the  sample.  The  result  is  an  estimate  of  the  average  earnings  of  students 
who  attended  each  institution  if  all  institutions  enrolled  students  with  average  characteristics. 
Note  that  the  levels  of  this  measure  are  essentially  arbitrary  (they  shift  up  or  down  depending  on  I 
the  types  of  characteristics  used  to  predict  earnings),  and  it  is  the  difference  in  these  regression- 
adjusted  earnings  measures  across  institutions  that  captures  the  estimated  difference  in  quality. 
Figure  4-3  summarizes  how  different  specifications  of  the  regression  model  adjust  the  average 
earnings  of  institutions.  In  the  Figure,  institutions  are  grouped  into  'bins'  in  $5,000  increments  of 
the  average  raw  earnings  of  their  students  on  the  x-axis.  The  markers  in  the  Figure  then  indicate 
for  each  of  these  groups  the  average  difference  between  the  regression  adjusted  earnings  level 
(i.e.,  the  predicted  annual  earnings  at  an  institution  if  they  enrolled  students  with  average 
characteristics)  and  the  institutions'  actual  average  earnings.  This  is  a  measure  for  how  much  of 
the  difference  in  the  institutions  average  earnings  is  driven  by  differences  in  the  types  of  students 
they  enroll  relative  to  the  'average  student.'  If  student  characteristics  explained  none  of  the 
differences  in  outcomes  across  institutions  these  dots  would  all  cluster  around  zero,  whereas  if 
only  student  characteristics  mattered  the  line  connecting  the  dots  would  have  a  slope  of  minus 
one. 


Figure  4-3:  Sensitivity  of  Model  to  Controls 

Predicted  minus  Actual  Earnings 


Actual  Earnings 

Note:  Outliers  with  earnings  above  $100,000  not  included  in  figure. 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 
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The  Figure  shows  that  differences  in  student  characteristics  are  correlated  with  the  earnings 
outcomes  of  institutions.  In  particular,  it  is  clear  that  institutions  with  low  average  earnings 
differentially  enroll  students  with  characteristics  that  are  associated  with  lower  earnings  and  the 
opposite  is  true  for  institutions  with  higher  average  earnings.  Looking  at  the  differences  across 
model  specifications  helps  to  give  a  sense  for  which  student  characteristics  are  most  important. 
The  first  specificatjoR  including  only  family  income,  independent  status,  and  parental  education 
variables  explains  the  variation  in  average  earnings  outcomes,  but  does  so  slightly  more 

at  the  bottom  of  the  #Srnings  distribution.  Adding  demographic  information  in  Model  2  results 
in  even  more  adjustment  that  is  symmetric  for  high  and  low-earning  institutions.  The  gender 
composition  of  schools,  in  particular,  has  an  important  influence  on  average  student  outcomes 
among  this  set  of  variables.  The  more  flexible  set  of  control  variables  for  family  income  in  Model 
3  results  in  a  very  slight  change  to  the  estimates  concentrated  among  schools  with  high  overall 
earnings  levels— presumably  owing  to  the  fact  that  these  schools  disproportionately  enroll 
students  at  the  highest  family  income  levels.  Finally,  adding  variables  meant  to  proxy  for  the 
students'  academic  background— the  number  of  schools  to  which  the  student  sent  a  FAFSA  and 
their  average  SAT  scores— also  explains  some  of  the  differences  in  raw  earnings  for  institutions 
especially  at  the  top  of  the  institutional  earnings  distribution,  where  the  most  selective  schools 
are  concentrated. 


Figure  4-3  shows  that  student  characteristics  influence  differences  in  raw  earnings  across 
institutions,  and  that  the  differ^ipis^iSjcan  be  economically  meaningful.  At  the  same  time,  it  is 
important  to  note  that  the  vari^^'explained  by  these  characteristics  is  relatively  small  overall. 
The  blue  dots  in  Figure  4-4  show  the  relationship  between  adjusted  and  unadjusted  earnings. 
While  the  averaging  masks  some  of  the  differences  that  exist  for  particular  institutions,  overall 
the  rii|y  .garages  are  very  highly  corr)||^||^^^iE^)  with  the  adjusted  earnings  based  on  the 
institj|dBQiP|^  fixed-effect  model  of  cau^tllW^i^>f^hoted  above,  a  caution  is  that  if  the  variables 
in  the  specifications  presented  imperf^^^:4di|ft^^or  factors  like  students'  academic  ability  (as 
is  almost  certainly  true),  then  this  to  'under-adjust'  for  these  differences  and 

thus  overstate  quality  differences  across  institutions. 


To  compare  the  approach  above  to  an  aggregate  level  regression  approach,  the  average  earnings 
for  students  at  each  institution  (using  the  same  definition  described  above)  are  regressed  on 
institution  level  averages  of  the  control  variables  used  in  Model  3.^°  Figure  4-4  shows  that  relative 
to  estimates  based  on  the  individual-level  model,  the  aggregate  adjusted  earnings  exhibit 
significantly  less  variation  for  four-year  schools.  That  is,  institutions  with  low  and  high  raw 
average  earnings  are  adjusted  towards  the  mean  earnings  in  the  sector,  suggesting  much  less  of 
a  difference  in  quality  relative  to  the  variation  in  raw  mean  earnings.  It  is  important  to  note  that 
while  the  adjustment  incorporates  most  available  data,  it  does  not  control  for  all  important 


”  For  two-year  schools,  the  model  is  less  sensitive  to  controls,  owing  to  the  fact  that  there  is  less  variability  in  the 
characteristics  jf  jstudgn&fttending  two-year  schools.  As  groups  of  schools  or  programs  become  more 
homogeneou^T^^^S&'^&We  less  important. 

There  are  sl^^^i^l^i^'in  the  control  variables  available  for  this  exercise.  In  particular,  as  opposed  to 
separate  parei]iaf^^t^i;^^bles  for  each  parent,  the  aggregate  regression  model  uses  the  fraction  ij^^t^duals 
where  the  hig^^^l|^[i;^;^!^cation  across  either  parent  is  middle  school,  high-school,  or  college,  f  X,  tfjr. 
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information.  As  an  example,  aggregate  SAT  scores  might  be  included  to  control  for  differences  in 
academic  ability  of  the  student,  and  geographic  controls  could  be  added  to  control  for  the  impact 
of  cost  of  living  differences,  though  as  explained  above  it  is  not  obvious  such  a  control  is 
appropriate. 


Figure  4-4:  Individual  vs.  Aggregate  Adjusted  Earnings  at  4  Year 
Adjusted  Earnings  Schools 


Actual  Earnings 

Note:  10  year  mean  earnings  for  the  2002  cohort  are  used. 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


As  discussed  above,  it  is  not  obvious  ex  ante  \A/hich  method  for  assessing  institutional  quality  is 
best.  One  way  to  evaluate  how  reliably  these  measures  predict  differences  in  fcjiie'^lusal  impact 
of  institutions  on  student  outcomes  is  to  compare  the  difference  in  outcomes  ^itlh^^ted  by  each 
method  above  to  experimental  or  quasi-experimental  estimates  of  college  qualify  (Kane  and 
Staiger,  2008;  Kane  et  al.,  2013;  Chetty,  Friedman,  and  Rockoff,  2014).  The  handful  of  studies  that 
estimate  the  impact  of  college  quality  based  on  comparisons  of  students  who  barely  score  above 
or  below  SAT  test  score  admissions  thresholds  might  provide  a  useful  starting  point  for  such 
analyses  (Cohodes  and  Goodman,  2012;  Zimmerman,  2014;  Goodman,  Hurwitz,  and  Smith, 
2015).  Recent  estimates  of  college  impacts  on  earnings  by  Hoxby  (2015)  may  also  be  a  useful 
benchmark. 
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V.  Data  Driven  Lessons  for  Performance  Measurement  and 
Accountability 

This  section  uses  the  data  made  available  by  the  Administration  to  discuss  some  important 
considerations  in  measuring  the  performance  of  postsecondary  institutions  and  potentially  using 
those  measures  for  accountability.  Much  of  the  focus  of  the  discussion  uses  examples  with 
college  earnings  outcomes  to  discuss  college  quality,  as  earnings  are  currently  the  outcome  with 
the  best  available  data. 


Institutional  Quality  or  Selection  Effects? 

The  earnings  outcomes  experienced  by  the  "typical"  student  vary  widely  across  different 
institutions.  Figures  5-la  and  5-lb  show  this  variation  in  two-  and  four-year  schools  by  depicting 
the  mean  earnings  for  institutions,  where  institutions  are  sorted  from  lowest  to  highest  mean 
earnings.  Each  dot  in  the  Figures  represents  about  two  percent  of  all  schools  in  their  respective 
predominant  degree  level,  and  indicate  the  average  of  the  10  year  mean  earnings  levels  at  each 
of  these  institutions. 


Figure  5-la:  Distribution  of  Mean  Earnings  at  2  Year  Schools  Figure  5-lb:  Distribution  of  Mean  Earnings  at  4  Year  Schools 
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Critics  of  outcomes-based  accountability  contend  that  the  variation  in  outcomes  such  as  these 
earnings  outcomes,  or  in  completion  rates,  primarily  reflect  differences  in  the  types  of  students 
that  colleges  enroll,  rather  than  a  college's  effect  on  those  outcomes.  Figures  5-2a  and  5-2b  show 
the  average  fraction  of  Title  IV  students  in  five  income  categories,  among  institutions  grouped 
into  percentiles  of  institution-level  mean  earnings  distribution  (again  for  Title  IV  students), 
measured  10  years  after  college  entry.  Even  among  Title  IV  aid  recipients  there  is  a  dramatic 
family  income  gradient  across  schools  with  different  post-enrollment  earnings  levels.  Among  the 
10  percent  of  four-year  schools  with  the  lowest  earnings,  more  than  two-thirds  of  students  are 
from  families  with  incomes  below  $30,000,  whereas,  in  the  top  10  percent  of  four-year 
institutions,  nearly  the  opposite  is  true  with  roughly  one-third  of  low-income  students.  This  gives 
the  impression  that  factors  associated  with  family  income  differences  may  be  partially 
responsible  for  the  differences  in  student  outcomes  across  these  institutions. 


.  I  ^  — ^ 

p\7ERSiGHT 


46 


ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000558 


1.0 


Figure  5-2a:  Family  Income  Distribution  by  Institution  Median 
Fraction  Earnings  Percentiles  for  2  Year  Colleges 
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Note:  10  year  median  earnings  for  the  2002  cohort  and  2012-2013  FAjr5Ai!y<x>m» 
data  are  used. 

Source:  Department  of  Education.  College  Scorecard  Data  ,  - 


Figure  5-2b:  Family  Income  Distribution  by  Institution  Median 
Fraction  Earnings  Percentiles  for  4  Year  Colleges 
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of  education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


Both  earnings  and  completion  rates  tend  to  be  lower  at  four-year  schools  with  a  higher 
proportion  of  students  coming  from  low-income  families.  However,  as  shown  in  Figure  5-3b, 
average  outcomes  at  these  schools  tend  to  be  lower  for  both  low-income  and  high-income 
students.  At  two-year  schools  (Figure  5-3a)  a  similar  pattern  is  evident,  though  the  difference  in 
the  relationship  between  family  income  and  post-enrollment  earnings  is  slightly  more  similar 
within  schools  and  across  them  than  is  the  case  with  four-year  schools.  While  tentative,  these 
results,  combined  with  the  exploratory  estimates  of  the  causal  impact  of  institutions  presented 
in  the  previous  section  suggest  that  differences  in  institutional  quality  are  important.  Research 
based  on  more  exhaustive  data  allowing  better  controls  for  potential  selection  effects  by  Cunha 
and  Miller  (2014)  and  Hoxby  (2015)  strengthen  this  conclusion.^^ 


Figure  5-3a:  Earnings  by  Income  at  2  Year  Schools 
Mean  Earnings 


Percent  Low  Income 


Note:  Data  for  10  year  earnings.  Low  income  defined  as  less  than  $30,000,  and 
medium/high  income  defined  as  greater  than  $30,000. 

Source:  Department  of  Education  College  Scorecard  Data 


Figure  5-3b:  Earnings  by  Income  at  4  Year  Schools 
Mean  Earnings 


Percent  Low  Income 


Note:  Data  for  10  year  earnings.  Low  income  defined  as  less  than  $30,000,  and 
medium/high  income  defined  as  greater  than  $30,000. 

Source:  Department  of  Education  College  Scorecard  Data, 


Additionally,  as  discussed  in  footnote  two,  determining  when  to  account  for  student  characteristics  in  measuring 
outcomes  also  needs  to  be  balanced  against  public  policy  goals  of  ensuring  that  all  student  populations  are  served 
well. 
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Individual  and  Social  Returns  to  College  Quality 

When  choosing  a  school,  students  must  weight  all  benefits  from  college  (including  other 
dimensions  of  quality)  against  the  net  price  of  their  education.  Of  course,  to  properly  compare 
the  costs  and  benefits,  the  net  price  (annual  cost  of  attendance  less  grant  aid)  needs  to  be  placed 
on  the  same  time  scale  as  the  benefits,  otherwise  the  comparison  would  underestimate  the  value 
of  the  education.^^  A  comparison  of  net  price  and  earnings,  for  instance,  could  show  the  earning 
returns  the  institution  generates— and  it  seems  very  likely  there  are  some  institutions  that  do 
generate  large  earnings  returns  for  students.  Additionally,  places  with  large  returns  may  not 
always  charge  low  prices.  Figure  5-4  uses  un-adjusted  Scorecard  data  in  order  simply  illustrate 
this  point,  showing  the  relationship  between  the  net  price  of  college  for  one  year  and  median 
earnings  for  four-year  institutions,  grouped  into  $5,000  "bins"  of  median  earnings— with 
between  25  to  over  100  institutions  in  each  "bin."  For  each  bin,  the  Figure  shows  the  average  net 
price  of  the  median  institution,  as  well  as  the  net  prices  of  the  institutions  at  the  10*'’  and  90*'’ 
percentiles  of  the  net  price  distribution  within  the  bin.  The  Figure  shows  that  while  institutions 
with  higher  earning  students  tend  to  have  higher  net  prices,  these  higher  prices  may  not  always 
offset  the  earnings  advantage. 

The  schools  in  the  highest  earnings  category  (the  far  right)  on  average  have  earnings  levels  nearly 
$60,000  greater  than  the  schools  with  the  lowest  average  earnings,  but  the  median  school's  net 
price  is  only  about  $15,000  greater.  Because  the  earnings  advantage  is  enjoyed  over  at  least  30 
years  and  college  costs  may  be  paid  for  Just  four  to  five  years,  earnings  benefits  likely  far  exceed 
the  costs  (this  conclusion  would  still  hold  using  the  most  conservative  of  our  exploratory 
estimates  of  the  difference  in  causal  impact  estimates  presented  in  Section  IV).  A  caveat  is  that 
schools  with  higher  earnings  tend  to  have  higher  fractions  of  their  former  students  go  on  to 
attend  graduate  school.  While  the  earnings  gains  from  subsequent  schooling  are  captured  in 
Figure  5-4,  the  net  price  of  future  schooling— which  could  be  substantial— is  not. 


“  For  illustrative  purposes,  price  and  earnings  are  displayed  in  simple  Scorecard  measures.  To  determine  the 
actual  net  earnings  gain  associated  with  a  school,  one  could  subtract  the  cost  of  paying  for  college  over  30  years 
(not  including  grant  aid)  from  30  years  of  earnings  after  college.  Because  earnings  profiles  are  not  available  in  this 
detail,  an  alternative  is  to  subtract  an  equivalent  one  year  payment  on  a  30  year  annuity  of  the  total  net  price  of 
college  from  one  year  earnings  10  years  after  college. 
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Figure  5-4:  Earnings  v.  Net  Price  for  4  Year  Schools 
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Note:  Data-ftre  from  lOyear  mean  earnings  from  2002  and  net  price  from  2013. 
Source;  erf  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


Leaving  the  question  of  overalt  net  returns  aside,  Figure  5-4  is  suggestive  that  some  schools 
provide  better  returns  than  otfefs;  While  net  price  is  positively  correlated  with  earnings 
outcomes  (r=  0.33),  the  Figure  shows  there  is  wide  variation  in  the  prices  students  pay  to  attend 
colleges  with  similar  earnings  outcomes.  In  most  of  the  bins  based  on  median  earnings  above, 
the  school  at  the  90'*’  percentile  of  the  net  price  distribution  (within  the  bin)  has  an  annual  net 
price  that  is  $15,000  to  $20,000  higher  than  the  institution  at  the  10^*  percentile  of  the 
distribution. 


Earnings  Outcomes  Vary  Widely  within  Institutions,  and  the  Role  of  Program 
Mix 

While  outcomes  for  the  typical  student  vary  substantially  across  schools,  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
variation  within  schools  in  the  outcomes  as  well.  Students  should  know  that  while  differences 
across  schools  may  inform  the  question  of  relative  school  quality,  these  differences  mask  a  great 
deal  of  heterogeneity  in  the  outcomes  of  students.  For  example,  only  about  5  percent  of  the 
variation  in  earnings  across  students  who  attend  four-year  schools  is  explained  by  the  institution 
those  students  attend.^^  This  is  illustrated  in  Figure  5-5,  which  shows  the  average  median  and 
25**’  and  75*’’  percentiles  of  earnings  for  institutions,  where  schools  are  grouped  into  50  bins 
according  to  their  students'  median  earnings  10  years  after  entry. 


This  calculation  refers  to  individuals  not  enrolled  in  school  with  positive  earnings  after  the  completion  time 
frame.  For  comparison,  among  individuals  with  positive  annual  earnings  aged  25  to  34  and  not  currently  enrolled 
in  school,  the  number  of  years  of  completed  education  explains  about  13  percent  of  the  variation  in  annual 
earnings  (CEA  calculations  based  on  data  from  the  2014  American  Community  Survey). 
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Figure  5-5:  Earnings  Distribution  at  4  Year  Schools 
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Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 
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Figure  5-5  shows  that  a  typical  student  at  schools  near  the  95*'’  percentile  of  the  institution 
median  earnings  distribution  has  earnings  that  are  more  than  double  the  average  median 
earnings  of  schools  near  the  5*'’  percentile.  Still,  25  percent  of  students  attending  the  latter  group 
of  schools  (near  the  bottom  of  median  earnings)  earn  more  than  the  lowest-earning  25  percent 
of  students  at  the  schools  with  close  to  the  highest  median  earnings.  The  fact  that  there  is  so 
much  variation  in  student  outcomes  within  schools  should  not  be  taken  as  evidence  that  schools 
may  not  matter  as  much  as  other  factors.  The  dramatic  variation  in  outcomes  within  schools  does 
beg  the  question,  however,  of  whether  this  variation  can  be  explained  by  within-school  student- 
level  differences  in  educational  experiences  that  might  provide  additional  useful  information  to 
students. 

As  described  in  Section  II,  several  studies  have  documented  variation  in  the  earnings  outcomes 
of  students  within  an  institution  tied  to  their  program  of  study.  While  federal  data  currently  do 
not  allow  student  outcomes  to  be  estimated  separately  by  program  of  study,  several  state 
information  systems  currently  report  outcomes  separately  for  students  in  different  programs 
within  the  same  institution.  For  example.  Figure  5-6  depicts  the  median  year  earnings  one  year 
post-graduation  for  Bachelor's  Degree  recipients  in  Texas  separately  by  major  for  each  of  35 
colleges.^^ 


”  The  Texas  state-level  data  is  based  on  administrative  student  records  and  state  unemployment  insurance 
earnings  data  for  graduates  only  from  the  website  CollegeMeasures.org  (College  Measures,  2015). 
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Figure  5-6:  Earnings  by  Institution  and  Major  for  Recent  Bachelor's  Degree  Recipients  in  Texas 
Median  First  Year  Earnings 
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■  In  many  oises,  the  variation  in  earnings  across  programs  in  different  institutions  mirrors  that  of 
’the  overall  institution-level  outcome.  Naturally,  this  tends  to  be  the  case  for  large  programs  at  a 
school  (Business  Administration  and  Management  is  an  example  in  Texas),  where  the  institution- 
level  median  earnings  appear  to  be  a  very  good  guide  to  program-level  outcomes.  For  smaller 
programs,  however,  the  overall  institution  level  median  can  be  misleading  about  differences  in 
program  level  outcomes.  Figure  5-6  shows  that  especially  for  Computer  and  Information 
Sciences,  the  program-specific  outcome  is  qufte  different  from  the  overall  institution  outcome. 
Indeed,  17  of  the  27  institutions  depicted  have  (lighefF.earnings  for  students  in  the  Computer  and 
Information  Sciences  major  than  students  in  thfe  sarn^lmajor  from  the  institution  with  the  highest 
overall  median  earnings  (a  school  with  a  heavy  focus  on  health  fields).  This  highlights  that  for 
students  committed  to  studying  in  f  a  particular  field,  program-specific  outcomes  provide 
important  additional  information  that  may  be  obscured  by  institution-level  data. 

0  s 

Institution-level  data  are  still  likely  to  be  helpM.  however,  as  many  students  may  enroll  without 
a  clear  sense  for  what  major  they  will  pursue  or  switch  majors  after  enrolled.  Moreover,  for 
accountability  and  benchmarking  purposes,  summary  measures  of  institutional  performance 
may  be  necessary.  A  challenge  with  developing  program-level  data,  on  the  other  hand,  is  how  to 
characterize  the  field  of  study  of  students  that  do  not  complete  a  degree  in  that  field.  Moreover, 
controlling  for  different  selection  criteria  into  particular  majors  within  institutions  pose 
additional  challenges  to  estimating  the  causal  impact  of  programs  on  outcomes.  At  this  time,  the 
Department  can  only  report  program-level  outcomes  using  data  collected  under  the  Gainful 
Employment  regulations.  However,  beginning  in  2012  the  Department  began  collecting  program- 
level  information  for  all  Title  IV  recipients  in  NSLDS  and  will  be  working  to  make  that  information 
available  to  the  public. 


—  Institution  Median  Earnings  •  Computer  and  Information  Sciences  (0.17) 

■  Business.Administration  jand  Management  (0.65)  ♦  Psychology  (0.34) _ , _ 


Reliability  of  Performance  Measures  and  Information  on  Smaller  Schools 
An  important  consideration  in  evaluating  performance  measures  is  whether  they  reflect  stable 
aspects  of  institutional  quality,  or  whether  they  vary  substantially  from  year  to  year.  Performance 
measures  may  be  variable  in  smaller  institutions,  where  a  handful  of  students'  outcomes  may 
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have  an  outsized  influence  on  the  aver^  iii|t||^in  outcome.  Measures  might  also  fluctuate  if 
there  are  idiosyncratic  factors  that  infla^j^S  d^sig^ip^^  particular  year,  such  as  the  closing  of 
a  large  local  employer,  a  natural  aj  ^^^ved  but  effective  program  to  boost 

completion  rates  (Kane  and  Staiger, 

Figures  5-7a  and  5-7b  illustrate  this  p^e^fer^g^i^iising  reported  graduation  rates  in  IPEDS.  As 
can  be  seen  in  the  Figures,  the  variati^j^^i^^^tion  rates  is  much  higher  among  institutions 
with  relatively  small  nurnl|;;|3^^,^f  studehWift  cohort.  Figure  5-7b  alsOj|^;^|  that 

smaller  institutions  are  nlili;»|fore  likely  to  have  large  swings  in  performance  from  ^In^^vear. 
This  raises  the  concern  tKw^Wormance  metrics  for  smaller  schools  may  be  unrelial^l'^  also 


that  institutions  with  the  highest  and  lowest  scores  on  a  given  metric  are  likely  to  be  smaller 
institutions  performance  measures  tend  to  vary  most  from  year  to  year. 


Figure 


Completion  Rate,  2012 
1.0 


Between  Completion  Rate 
and  Cohort  Size  at  2  Year  Colleges 


Figure  5-7b:  Relationship  Between  Change  in  Completion  Rate 
and  Cohort  Size  a^^4^^olleges 
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Note:  Chart  displays  data  on  926  institutions.  One  outlier  with  over  10,000  students 
in  the  average  cohort  is  not  shown  for  presentation  purposes. 

Source:  Department  of  Education,  College 


To  mitigate;MpL!iitt  B^^rfr^^^^^glneasures  due  to  both  small  cohort  and  idiosyncratic 
influences  made  available  on  the  College  Scorecard  are  based  on 

multiple  colfShs  of  l^erits.  f^3fl;arnings  data,  measures  are  based  on  two  successive  entry 
cohorts,  and  statistics  with  fewer  than  50  students  are  suppressed.  For  IPEDS  and  NSLDS 
completion  rates,  repayment  rates,  and  cumulative  loan  debt,  two  successive  cohorts  of  students 
are  combined.^^  For  consumer  measures,  among  institutions  where  there  were  fewer  than  30 
students  in  the  combined  cohorts,  the  measure  was  ci:©^^d  based  on  a  four-year  cohort 
instead.^®  The  result,  discussed  below,  is  that  the  repotl^.^i^asures  are  more  reliable  than 
would  be  the  case  for  single  cohort  measures.  A  cost  is  thdt  this’ masks  changes  in  performance 
over  time,  but  given  that  most  measures  are  observed  with  a  lag  of  at  least  5  or  6  years  after 
students  first  enter  an  institution,  the  incremental  cost  of  averaging  over  cohorts  seems  low. 


For  example,  the  most  recently  available  6-vear  completion  measure  in  NSLDS  is  based  on  students  who  first 
entered  an  institution  in  either  the  2007  or  2008  award  years.  c; 

In  the  four  cohort  case,  2005  and  2006  were  also  added.  The  roll-up  of  two  success(0^i|5year  cohorts  of  data 
was  only  done  for  Department  of  Education  data  based  on  IPEDS  or  the  NSLDS.  Data  (I'^i^fhgs  are  presented  in 
two-year  cohorts  only,  and  suppressed  when  there  are  fewer  than  50  individuals  with  valid  earnings  in  a  cohort. 

For  all  measures,  further  disclosure  protections  are  sometimes  applied,  if  for  example  subgroup  cell  sizes  are  small. 
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Data  that  has  only  been  suppressed  for  privacy  reasons  is  ava|fi(^fii^t^|^f^fe^!^:|f>a::t)ther 
analysts,  however,  and  these  users  are  advised  to  be  wary  of  stap^||^^i8^^!|l^fl^;s|Mi]ples. 
There  is  substantial  correlation  between  outcome  measures 

the  correlations  between  key  performance  measures  for  successfve  cohoWsOT  iPEDS  gfa"ciuation 
data,  and  successive  two-year  cohorts  for  earnings  and  repayment  data.  For  example,  columns 
marked  "one"  show  the  correlation  between  successive  two-year  cohorts— e.g.,  the  1997  and 
1998  entry  cohort's  median  earnings  eight  years  post-college  entry,  with  the  1999  and  2000  entry 
cohorts'  median  earnings.  The  column  marked  "two"  denotes  the  correlation  of  the  1997  and 
1998  entry  cohort  metric  with  the  2001  and  2002  entry  cohorts'  metric.  It  also  characterizes  the 
stability  of  the  measures  in  another  way,  by  showing  the  fraction  of  institutions  identified  as  the 
top  or  bottom  10  percent  of  performers  that  remain  in  the  top  or  bottom  cohort  in  subsequent 
cohorts. 


Overall,  outcome  measures  tend  to  be  stable  overtime  for  both  two-  and  four-year  schools,  with 
many  of  the  correlations  across  successive  cohorts  above  0.9.  Even  comparisons  two  cohorts 
apart  remain  very  highly  correlated.  The  Table  also  shows  the  fraction  of  schools  thatj^main  in 
the  top  or  bottom  10  percent  of  performers.  Stability  in  thSi  reflect^^^  the 

correlations  reported  in  the  first  two  columns  of  data  in  Table  aptithS' overall  . ^^^on  in 

the  measure.  Even  where  the  year-to-year  correlation  of  the  is  very  high,  if  many 

institutions  have  similar  outcomes  near  the  top  or  bottom  of  .th?!  distribution  then  small 
fluctuations  might  move  many  institutions  above  or  below  the  10  percent  threshold.  For  earnings 
and  completion  measures,  between  about  25  to  30  percent  of  institutions  identified  in  the  top 
or  bottom  10  percent  at  the  first  measure  are  not  in  that  category  two  measurements  later. 
Results  are  more  stable  at  the  top  of  the  distribution  than  the  bottom,  and  for  four-year  schools. 
The  composition  of  institutions  with  repayment  rates  in  the  top  and  bottom  10  percent  te^^^ ' 
change  the  most  among  the  metrics  examined,  despite  relatively  stable  correlations  acros$?ilit 
:0il^|bution.  As  shown  below,  this  reflects  the  fact  that  there  is  less  variation  in  the^;.^|^ures 
schools  with  high  repayment  rates.  ^  I  - 


Table  5-2:  Correlation  Between  Years  of  Outcome  Measures 

Measure 

Correlation 

Fraction  Remaining  in 
Top  10% 

Fraction  Remaining  in 
Bottom  10% 

Cohorts  Distance 

One 

Two 

One 

Two 

One 

Two 

IPEDS  Completion  (2  Year) 

0.90 

0.89 

0.73 

0.71 

0.70 

0.74 

IPEDS  Completion  (4  Year) 

0.88 

0.88 

0.85 

0.86 

0.75 

0.74 

10  Year  Earnings  (2  Year) 

0.95 

0.93 

0.78 

0.74 

0.81 

0.76 

10  Year  Earnings  (4  Year) 

0.97 

0.94 

0.89 

0.92 

0.83 

0.78 

3  Year  Repayment  (2  Year) 

0.74 

0.67 

0.82 

0.72 

0.63 

0.60 

3  Year  Repayment  (4  Year) 

0.85 

0.82 

0.67 

0.60 

0.67 

0,52 

Note:  Correlations  are  distanced  one  and  two  cohorts  apart  using  the  most  recent  years  of  data  available, 
where  a  cohort  represents  a  year  or  rolling  average  completely  distinct  from  the  one  on  either  side  of  it. 
Rolling  averages  are  used  for  all  measures  except  for  completion.  IPEDS  completion  rates  correlate  2011  data 
with  2012  and  2013  data.  Earnings  correlate  the  rolling  average  of  1997-1998  data  with  1999-2000  and  2001- 
2002  data.  Repayment  correlates  the  rolling  average  of  2006-2007  data  with  2008-2009  and  2010-2011  data. 
Correlations  and  fractions  are  calculated  separately  for  two  and  four  year  schools. 

Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 
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While  the  cohort  to  cohort  correlations  in  Table  5-2  suggest  a  high  degree  of  reliability  for  most 
performance  metrics  overall,  users  of  the  data  should  still  be  cautious  about  using  data  with 
relatively  few  individuals  included  in  any  given  metric.  Figure  5-8  illustrates  the  concern  using 
three-year  repayment  rates  for  four-year  schools,  reporting  the  correlation  across  combined 
cohorts.  The  Figure  shows  the  correlation  across  "rolling"  two-year  cohorts  with  the  repayment 
rate  for  students  entering  repayment  in  2006  or  2007  broken  down  by  cohort  size.  The  points 
above  "1"  on  the  x-axis  depict  the  correlations  of  these  base  year  repayment  rates  with  the 
repayment  rates  for  students  entering  repayment  in  2007  and  2008.  The  Figure  shows  that  the 
reliability  of  the  repayment  rate  measure  based  on  small  cohorts  can  be  fairly  low— falling  below 
0.2  over  a  four  year  span. 

Figure  5-8:  Correlation  in  3  Year  Repayment  Rates  Over 
Time  at  4  Year  Colleges 

Correijtior 


llot^  2003-2011  cohorts  compared  to  th*  2007  cohoit,  using  rolling  av'<srag*s. 

3tud-snt  st*  cori*sspondsto  cohort  st*. 
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For  measures  based  on  student  subgroups,  or  when  considering  program-level  or  other  data  that 
would  involve  smaller  sets  of  students,  reliability  may  be  an  even  bigger  concern.  To  improve 
reliability,  analysts  might  consider  combining  groups  or  cohorts  to  yiel4^^pr  sets  of  students, 
using  several  successive  measures  for  an  outcomes,  or  using  more  sopli^^ed  techniques.^^ 


How  do  Various  Dimensions  of  Performance  Relate? 

The  key  measures  of  student  success  available  in  the  data  are  graduation  rates,  post-enrollment 
earnings,  and  loan  repayment.  These  measures  may  capture  different  dimensions  of  college 
performance  and  may  proxy  for  different  goals  students  have  for  their  higher  education. 
Completing  a  degree  may  be  seen  as  important  per  se,  or  proxy  for  the  accumulation  of 
specialized  knowledge,  regardless  of  how  much  a  student  goes  on  to  earn  after  graduation. 
Similarly,  loan  repayment  rates  may  capture  variation  in  the  affordability  of  a  college,  or  perhaps 


”  For  example,  McClellan  and  Staiger  (2000)  propose  a  method  of  "filtering"  estimates,  essentially  using  the 
history  of  each  of  several  measures  to  optimally  predict  each  outcome  measure  accounting  for  noise  due  to 
sampling  error. 
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the  degree  to  which  it  assists  students  with  financial  literacy  to  be  sure  they're  able  to  manage 
their  debts,  even  among  institutions  where  students  experience  similar  earnings  outcomes. 

At  the  same  time,  these  measures  undoubtedly  aim  to  capture  similar  dimensions  of  institutional 
quality  as  well.  If  institutions  have  a  large  causal  impact  on  earnings,  we  would  expect  graduation 
rates  to  be  strongly  associated  with  earnings.  And  since  having  higher  earnings  contributes  to 
students'  ability  to  repay  their  loans,  we  would  expect  both  completion  and  earnings  to  be 
related  to  repayment  rates. 

Figures  5-9a-c  depict  the  relationship  among  these  three  perfeps^ce  measures  separately 
across  two-  and  four-year  schools.  Figure  5-9a  shows  the  relatiof^^sfeetween  completion  and 
earnings.  For  four-year  schools,  there  is  a  positive  correlation  bet^e^  earnings  and  completion 
overall,  but  the  relationship  is  non-linear.  There  is  essentially  no  correlation  between  earnings 
and  completion  among  schools  with  a  completion  rate  below  50  percent  (about  46  percent  of 
four-year  schools),  but  then  a  strong  positive  relationship  among  schools  above  that  mark. 
Among  two-year  schools,  the  correlation  between  completion  rates  and  earnings  is  very  low 
(.07).  This  lack  of  correlation  at  both  two-year  schools  and  four-year  schools  with  low  completion 
rates  raises  questions  about  the  value  of  completion  rates  as  an  indicator  of  quality.  Of  course, 
as  noted  already,  it  is  possible  that  completion  rates  capture  college  quality  in  dimensions  that 
are  uncorrelated  with  the  institutions'  earnings  (note  the  Figure  would  look  similar  if  we  used 
regre^^djusted  earnings). 

Figure  5-9a:  Relationship  Between  Earnings  and  Completion 

Mean  Earnings  Rate 

120,000  I - 1 

100,000  -  2  Year  Schools 

A  4  Year  Schools 

80,000  - 
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60,000  -  A 

4  4  t  t  i  i  •  •  • 

20,000  - 

0  - ' - ' - ' - ' - 

0  0.2  0.4  0.6  0.8  1 

Completion  Rate 

Note:  Chart  uses  10  year  mean  earnings  and  the  150%  comptetlon  rate  from  IPEDS. 

Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


2  Year  Schools 
A  4  Year  Schools 


Figure  5-9b  provides  similar  evidence  showing  the  relationship  between  repayment  and 
completion  rates.  While  there  is  a  positive  correlation  between  repayment  and  completion  at 
four-year  schools,  the  relationship  is  very  weak  for  schools  with  lower  and  higher  completion 
rates.  That  is,  higher  completion  seems  associated  with  higher  repayment  rates  mainly  for 
institutions  with  completion  rates  between  about  20  and  60  percent.  For  two-year  schools, 
completion  rates  appear  largely  unrelated  to  repayment  rates,  calling  into  question  what  types 
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of  quality  information  might  be  reflected  in  completion  rates.  These  results  should  not  be  taken 
as  endorsement  of  the  conclusion  that  completion  has  no  causal  impact  on  earnings  or 
repayment  outcomes.  More  careful  micro-econometric  studies  have  found  evidence  of  earnings 
gains  related  to  credit  accumulation  (Jacobson,  LaLonde,  and  Sullivan  2005),  and  positive 
earnings  impact  of  completing  two-  and  four-year  degrees  conditional  on  enrolling  (Kane  and 
Rouse  (1995);  Jaeger  and  Page  (1996)).  Further  analyses  will  be  required  to  unpack  this 
relationship. 


Figure  5-9b:  Relationship  Between  Repayment 

and  Completion  Rate 

Average  Repayment  Rate 


Note:  Repayment  data  are  for  the  2010  and  2011  exit  cohorts  using  3  year 
repayment  rates.  Completion  data  are  for  2013  using  150%  rates  from  IPEDS. 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


Finally,  Figure  5-9c  shows  the  relationship  between  institutions'  repayment  rates  and  the  median 
earnings  of  students  10  years  after  entry.  Repayment  and  earnings  are  strongly  related  at  both 
two-  and  four-year  schools.  Again,  however,  the  correlation  between  the  two  is  stronger  at 
schools  with  lower  median  earnings:  Above  about  $50,000,  the  correlation  becomes  rather  weak. 
Repayment  rates  are  uniformly  high  for  these  top  10  percent  of  schools,  while  earnings  tend  to 
vary  more  greatly. 
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Figure  5-9c:  Relationship  Between  Repayment  Rate 
and  Median  Earnings 

Average  Repayment  Rate 


Note:  Chart  compares  the  3  year  repayment  rates  for  the  2010-2011  pooled  cohort 
to  the  10  year  earnings  for  the  2002  cohort.  Outliers  with  earnings  greater  than 
$100,000  excluded.  ^ 

Source:  Department  of  Eduj:^!^^;  fj^llege  Scorecard  Data 


Tables  5-3a  and  5-3b  provide  the  correlations  across  a  broader  set  of  measures  for  two-  and  four- 
year  schools,  respectively.  The  results  in  the  Tables  reinforce  the  broad  conclusions  presented 
above.  For  two-year  schools,  the  correlations  across  any  of  the  completion  measures— including 
those  that  incorporate  transfer  rates  from  NSLDS— to  either  repayment  or  earnings  outcomes 
are  quite  low.  For  four-year  schools,  there  are  higher  correlations  across  measures. 


Table  S-3a:  Correlations  Between  Key  Outcome  Measures  at  2  Year  Schools 

Regression 
Adjusted 
Mean  10 

Year 

Earnirrgs 

Mean  10 

Year 

Earnings 

Mean  6  Year 
Earnings 

%  Earnings 
>25K  afters 

Years 

3  Year 

Repayment 

Rates 

Regression 

Adjusted 

NSLDS 

Completion 
Rates  (+ 
Transfer) 

NSLDS 

Completion 
Rates  (+ 
Transfer) 

IPEDS 

Completion 

Rates 

Regression 

Adjusted  Mean  ID 
Year  Earnings 

1.00 

Mean  10  Year 

Earnings 

0.94 

1.00 

Mean  6  Year 

Earnings 

0.82 

0.88 

1.00 

%  Earnings  >25K 
after  6  Years 

0.69 

0.80 

0.92 

1.00 

3  Year  Repayment 

Rates 

0.33 

0.41 

0.47 

0.53 

1.00 

Regression 

Adjusted  NSLDS 
Completion  Rates 
(+ Transfer) 

0.03 

0.12 

0.17 

0.16 

0.14 

1.00 

NSLDS  Completion 
Rates  (+ Transfer) 

-0.04 

0.08 

0.22 

0.24 

0.23 

0.81 

1.00 

IPEDS  Completion 

Rates 

-0.02 

0.07 

0.13 

0.12 

0.10 

0.75 

0.79 

1,00 

Note:  Data  are  for  the  most  recent  cohort  of  data  available  for  the  noted  variable. 

Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 
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Table  5-3b:  Correlations  Between  Key  Outcome  Measures  at  4  Year  Schools 

Regression 
Adjusted 
Mean  10 

Mean  10 

Year 

Earnings 

Mean  6  Year 

Earnings 

%  Earnings 
>25K  after  6 

Years 

3  Year 

Repayment 

Rates 

Regression 

Adjusted 

NSLDS 

Completion 

Rates 

NSLDS 

Completion 

Rates 

IPEDS 

Completion 

Rates 

Regression 

Adjusted  Mean  10 
Year  Earnings 

1.00 

Mean  10  Year 

Earnings 

0.97 

1.00 

Mean  6  Year 

Earnings 

0.90 

0.92 

1.00 

%  Earnings  >25K 
after  6  Years 

0.74 

0.77 

0.83 

1.00 

3  Year  Repayment 

Rates 

0.47 

0.51 

0.46 

0.60 

1.00 

Regression 

Adjusted  NSLDS 
Completion  Rates 

0.45 

0.47 

0.39 

0.36 

0.38 

1.00 

NSLDS  Completion 

Rates 

0.55 

0.58 

0.49 

0.51 

0.61 

'f. 

1.00 

IPEDS  Completion 

Rates 

0.59 

0.62 

0.50 

0.51 

0.71 

0.58 

0.76 

1.00 

Note;  Data  are  for  the  most  recent  cohort  of  data  available  for  the  noted  variable. 

Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 

Short-Term  or  Long-Term  Outcomes? 

As  discussed  in  section  I,  there  is  an  inherent  tradeoff  in  choosing  when  to  measure  outcomes. 
The  choice  of  time-horizon  depends  on  what  aspect  of  institutional  performance  one  hopes  to 
measure.  For  rating  institMtional  quality  to  inform  college  choice,  longer-run  measures  of 
earnings  may  better  me?^^|?fetime  earnings,  while  short-term  earnings  provide  information 
about  whether  a  studenfUylSfe  to  get  any  job  after  college  or  can  successfully  repay  his  loans 
soon  after  completing.  Chetty  et  al.  (2014)  show  the  correlation  of  annual  earnings  and  lifetime 
earnings  stabilizes  by  about  age  30,  motivating  the  choice  to  focus  on  earnings  measures  10  years 
after  entry  since  individuals  in  the  earnings  cohorts  will  nearly  all  have  reached  the  age  of  28  by 
then.  They  also  better  convey  the  long-run  earnings  levels  students  can  expect  if  they  attend 
various  institutions,  providing  a  better  sense  of  the  benefits  relative  to  not  attending  school. 
Figure  5-10  shows  that  earnings  rise  in  real  terms  for  students  in  their  early  career,  increasing  by 
about  $5,000  on  average  between  their  6**’  and  lO**'  year  after  entering  college  for  two-year 
public  school  students,  and  about  $8/000  on  average  for  four-year  public  school  students. 
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Figure  5-10:  Mean  Earnings  over  Time 

Mean  Earnings 


Note:  Earnings  are  listed  in  real  2014  dollars.  Simple,  unweighted  averages  are  used. 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


Another  way  to  think  about  this  is  to  examine  correlations  in  outcomes  measured  at  different 
points  in  time.  In  the  data,  measures  of  labor  market  success  are  estimated  in  each  year  from  six 
to  10  years  after  students  first  enroll  at  an  institution.  Figures  5-lla  and  5-llb  show  that  the 
correlation  across  these  measures  is  very  high.  For  both  two-  and  four-year  institutions,  the 
correlation  of  mean  and  median  earnings,  and  the  fraction  of  former  students  earning  above 
$25,000  per  year  across  metrics  based  on  different  time  horizons,  are  all  above  about  0.94.  The 
correlation  in  the  fraction  of  students  not  currently  enrolled  who  are  not  working  is  only  slightly 
lower,  but  still  above  0.87.  Thus,  for  conveying  the  relative  performance  of  the  institution  (and 
not  necessarily  the  levels),  little  seems  to  be  lost  by  using  more  recent  data.  For  use  in 
accountability  schemes,  shorter-run  data  may  be  more  appropriate.  If  institutional  offerings  and 
the  relevant  student  outcomes  may  be  changing  rapidly,  then  data  with  as  little  lag  in 
measurement  as  possible  may  provide  the  most  accurate  assessment  of  current  performance. 


Figure  5-lla:  Correlations  Between  Key  Earnings  Measures 
Across  10  Year  and  Earlier  Time  Periods  at  2  Year  Colleges 


Note;  Simple,  unweighted  averages  are  used  in  the  collapsed  data. 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


Figure  5-llb:  Correlations  Between  Key  Earnings  Measures 

Across  10  Year  and  Earlier  Time  Periods  at  4  Year  Colleges 

Correlation 


Note:  Simple,  unweighted  averages  are  used  in  the  collapsed  data. 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


While  a  measure  may  be  highly  correlated  across  different  points  of  time,  rank  order  may  still  be 
quite  sensitive  to  the  choice.  If  measures  are  used  to  order  institutions,  shifting  between 
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measures  can  have  a  large  impact  on  rank  order.  Since  many  instit?jfttoilsa^d|tistered  in  a  narrow 
band  of  median  earnings,  shifting  between  earnings  measures  can  ifsytt  io  sometimes  large 
changes  in  the  rank  of  an  institution  relative  to  others.  These  changes  lift  riaifik  tend  to  be  more 
dramatic  for  institutions  near  the  middle  of  the  institutional  ea'rtifhgs  dfkribution,  since  the 
differences  in  earnings  among  many  institutions  there  tend  to  be  small  (see  Figures  5-la  and  5- 
Ib).  Figure  5-12  illustrates  this,  showing  how  institution  ranks  using  median  earnings  change 
based  on  whether  the  measure  six  or  10  years  post-enrollment  is  used. 


Figure  5-12:  Earnings  Rank  at  4  Year  Institutions 

10  Year  Mean  Earnings  Rank 


Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


inge  of  Creating  Summative  Measures  of  Performance 
4?^|^4H^etrics  of  institutional  performance  along  each  measured  dimension  of  access, 
and  student  outcomes  provide  potential  students  and  their  families  with  a  greater 
Information  to  form  their  own  assessments  of  which  college  or  university  is  the  best 
choice  given  their  goals.  On  the  other  hand,  reviewing  each  metric  along  a  broad  range  of 
information  separately  puts  the  burden  of  synthesizing  that  information  on  potential  students, 
who  may  have  difficulty  making  these  tradeoffs  without  proper  support.  To  address  this,  it  might 
be  desirable  to  create  measures  that  combine  several  indicators  into  an  overall  quality  rating,  or 
to  design  a  small  number  of  measures  that  capture  performance  across  a  few  domains  (e.g., 
access  or  student  outcomes).  As  the  Tennessee  Performance  Based  Funding  example  in  section 
II  illustrates,  combining  performance  across  a  number  of  indicators  is  a  necessary  step  in  most 
consequential  accountability  schemes. 


Measures  can  be  combined  in  a  variety  of  ways,  depending  on  the  particular  context.  In  some 
cases  a  natural  way  of  combining  different  data  elements  may  present  itself.  For  example,  it 
might  be  useful  to  help  students  compare  earnings  and  the  net  cost  of  attendance  across  colleges 
presenting  a  single  estimate  of  the  net  return  to  attending  each  college.  To  compute  the  net 
return,  we  would  ideally  combine  earnings  and  net  price  data  to  estimate  the  present  value  of 
the  additional  earnings  a  student  would  gain  by  attending  an  institution  relative  to  the  present 
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value  of  the  net  price  paid.  This  is  conceptually  straightforward,  though  empirically  challenging 
since  we  don't  observe  the  full  earnings  history  for  students  (or  sometimes  future  education  and 
net  prices  paid). 

More  frequently,  different  dimensions  of  performance— measured  in  varying  units— need  to  be 
combined  to  create  a  composite  index;  the  best  procedure  for  doing  so  is  often  not  obvious.  For 
example,  an  index  of  student  outcomes  could  be  formed  based  on  the  earnings  and  completion 
of  students  at  an  institution.  Similarly,  policy-makers  might  value  an  index  that  simultaneously 
combines  measures  of  access,  affordability,  and  outcomes.  One  way  to  construct  such  indices  is 
to  transform  each  variable  into  "z-scores"  (deviations  from  the  mean  outcome  in  their  sector, 
relative  to  the  standard  deviation  of  those  outcomes),  and  to  form  a  weighted  average  of  the 
separate  scores.  The  resulting  index  can  be  a  useful  way  to  summarize  institutional  performance 
across  a  variety  of  dimensions. 

Figure  5-13:  The  Importance  of  Weights  in  Constructing 
Composite  Indices 


Z  Score  of  Adjusted  Completion 

Note:  Composite  1  uses  a  weight  of  1/3  completion,  2/3  earnings.  Composite  2  uses 
a  weight  of  1/3  completion,  2/3  earnings. 

Source:  Department  of  Treasury 


However,  an  important  challenge  with  this  approach  is  that  there  is  frequently  no  clear  optimal 
way  to  weight  each  performance  indicator.  This  matters,  since  an  institution's  relative 
performance  can  be  sensitive  to  the  weights  chosen.  To  illustrate.  Figure  5-13  depicts  the  z-scores 
for  adjusted  earnings  and  graduation  rates  for  1,600  four-year  institutions.  The  lines  in  the 
picture  delineate  the  set  of  institutions  identified  in  the  bottom  10  percent  (i.e.,  institutions  to 
the  left  of  the  lines)  of  performance  in  student  outcomes  based  on  two  separate  composite 
indices:  One  that  assigns  1/3  weight  to  completion  and  2/3  weight  to  earnings,  and  another  which 
reverses  those  priorities.  The  index  weighted  more  heavily  towards  completion  (Composite  1  in 
the  Figure)  identifies  the  blue  and  purple  dots  as  low  performers.  The  Figure  illustrates,  however, 
that  as  the  weights  shift  to  emphasize  earnings  over  completion,  the  set  of  institutions  identified 
as  low  performers  changes.  In  this  case,  47  of  the  160  schools  are  identified  as  low  performers 
by  Composite  1,  but  are  not  categorized  as  low  performers  by  Composite  2.  Since  classifications 
reflect  the  weights  assigned,  future  work  is  needed  to  understand  how  the  relative  importance 
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of  each  measure  should  be  determined— an  issue  that  will  depend  on  the  intended  audience  and 
impact  of  the  measures. 
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Conclusion 


The  choice  of  whether  and  where  to  attend  college  is  one  of  the  most  consequential  decisions 
that  most  Americans  will  make.  Decades  of  research  have  shown  large  returns  to  higher 
education  in  terms  of  labor  market  earnings,  health,  and  happiness.  Moreover,  the  amount 
students  must  pay  to  attend  college,  the  likelihood  they  will  comp^t#f|heir  degree,  their  success 
in  the  labor  market,  and  the  likelihood  they  will  pay  off  their  loan®3||^pend  importantly  on  the 
institution  where  they  choose  to  pursue  their  education. 

These  large  differences  in  outcomes  across  institutions  make  it  clear  that  students  and  their 
families  need  comparable  and  easily  accessible  information  about  institutions  to  help  them  make 
the  best  choices  to  further  their  goals.  While  no  system  can  hope  to  cover  the  full  range  of 
outcomes  important  to  every  student,  all  students  should  have  access  to  basic  information  about 
the  financial  consequences  of  their  decisions  so  they  can  pursue  their  passions  with  a  clear 
understanding  of  the  economic  tradeoffs. 

The  new  College  Scorecard  provides  just  this.  It  introduces  the  first  nationally  comprehensive 
data  on  students'  post-enrollment  earnings,  measured  for  a  consistently  defined  set  of  students 
at  nearly  all  post-secondary  institutions  in  the  United  States.  The  data  also  include  new  measures 
of  the  cumula^ve  debt  levels  of  borrowers  who  complete  their  degree  at  each  institution,  giving 
prospective  student  the  best  information  available  on  the  total  amount  of  debt  they  might 
accrue  and  ho^mucfTthey  can  ex'pect  to  pay  from  their  future  earnings  to  service  their  loans. 
And,  to  give  stud^ts  a  sense  of  whether  typical  borrowers  at  each  institution  are  able  to  manage 
their  debt,  an  improved  measure  to  capture  students'  success  in  repaying  their  loans  has  also 
been  created.  Finally,  with  the  help'of  the  higher  education  community  to  improve  existing 
reporting  requirements,  a  newly  developed  measure  of  completion  has  the  promise  to  better 
capture  how  well  institutions  promote  the  degree  attainment  goals  of  all  of  their  students. 

At  the  same  time,  the  data  provide  new  tools  for  higher  education  officials  and  policymakers 
concerned  with  how  well  institutions  are  providing  access  to  diverse  groups  of  students.  In 
addition  to  highlighting  the  fraction  of  lower-income  students  that  institutions  enroll,  the  data 
also  reveal  average  student  outcomes  for  several  student  subgroups,  including  those  defined  by 
family  income,  first-generation  status,  gender,  and  age.  With  this  new  data,  stakeholders  can 
better  assess  the  extent  to  which  mstitutions  are  promoting  the  success  of  all  their  students  and 
target  support  where  necessary. 

The  new  College  Scorecard  data  will  help  students  to  better  select  the  institutions  that  best 
further  their  goals  and  will  help  institutions  to  benchmark  and  improve  their  performance.  Still, 
providing  information  ojt  own  may  be  insufficient  to  alter  institutional  performance 
everywhere.  Many  states^Brid  the  federal  government  are  pursuing  policies  to  introduce 
accountability  mechanisitiSTcjrpostsecondary  institutions.  These  systems  aim  to  ensure  students 
get  value  from  their  education,  are  not  enrolled  under  deceptive  pretenses,  or  are  not  left  with 
debt  that  is  unmanageable.  Thoughtful  consideration  of  the  incentives  created  by  performance 
metrics  and  their  potential  for  unintended  consequences  is  crucial,  the  data  described  in  this 
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report  offer  new  tools  to  design  systems  that  simultaneously  promote  access,  affordability,  and 
student  success. 

Accurate  and  reliable  data  are  crucial  to  support  better  consumer  choice,  institutional 
benchmarking,  and  accountability.  While  no  data  are  perfect,  the  newly  available  data  represent 
a  large  step  forward  over  other  publicly  available  information  in  painting  a  more  comprehensive 
picture  of  how  well  postsecondary  institutions  are  providing  value  to  the  students  they  serve.  By 
making  federal  data  on  the  performance  of  U.S.  institutions  widely  available  to  the  public,  to 
academics,  and  to  the  institutions  themselves,  the  Administration  hopes  the  increased 
transparency  that  these  data  afford  will  stimulate  further  progress  in  measuring  both  student 
success  and  the  causal  impact  of  colleges. 
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Technical  Appendix:  Overview  of  the  Measures  Used 


This  appendix  presents  considerations  for  the  outcome  and  cost  measures  of  the  College 
Scorecard  data  introduced  in  Section  III  of  the  "Using  Federal  Data  to  Measure  and  Improve  the 
Performance  of  U.S.  Institutions  of  Higher  Education"  report.  While  an  overview  of  construction 
and  cohort  definitions  is  provided  in  the  main  report,  this  appendix  provides  more  detail  about 
the  characteristics  of  the  data  and  description  of  various  metrics,  and  some  factors  data  users 
might  review  prior  to  using  the  data. 

Five  areas  of  college  performance  measures  are  discussed  below:  earnings,  completion,  cost, 
debt  and  repayment  and  access.  Each  content  area  section  explores  different  topics  related  to 
measurement  in  greater  detail  than  in  the  main  report.  First,  the  earnings  section  provides 
summary  statistics  about  the  distribution  of  earnings  for  college  entrants  using  the  Scorecard 
earnings  data  and  outlines  the  benefits  of  using  Scorecard  data  rather  than  Unemployment 
Insurance  (Ul)  data  from  states  to  measure  earnings.  Second,  the  completion  section  discusses 
the  National  Student  Loan  Data  System  (NSLDS)  data  as  a  source  for  completion  outcomes  and 
compares  this  data  to  other  data  sources.  Third,  a  section  on  costs  describes  the  components  of 
college  cost,  with  attention  paid  to  the  differences  between  various  cost  measures.  Fourth,  the 
debt  and  repayment  section  presents  details  about  the  NSLDS  data  used  to  track  student 
borrowing  and  provides  a  comparison  of  default  rates  and  repayment  rates.  Finally,  the  access 
section  presents  and  compares  a  number  of  metrics  that  may  be  constructed  with  existing  data 
to  measure  accessibility  for  disadvantaged  students. 


The  new  College  Scorecard  data  can  empower  consumers  and  policymakers  involved  in  the 
college  decision  making  process.  In  particular,  the  data  are  well  suited  to  bring  transparency  to 
the  outcomes  and  costs  faced  by  disadvantaged  students  in  colleges  across  the  country. 
However,  it  is  essential  for  users  to  understand  the  strengths  and  limitations  of  the  outcome  and 
cost  metrics  available  in  order  to  make  beneficial  and  well-informed  decisions. 


Earnings 

While  post-college  earnings  represent  only  one  dimension  of 
important  indicator  for  students  and  a  signal  of  institution  quality" ^ 
one  of  few  meaningful  indicators  available  for  nearly  all  instit|dtj9rf5|^t|^a'’**"^'^^ 
common  scale.  Even  though  students 
the  labor  market's  valuation  of  the  human 


The  simple  measures  outlined  in  Section  III  of  the  main  report— of  mean  earnings,  median 
earnings  and  fraction  not  working—provide  an  overall  assessment  of  the  degree  to  which  past 
attendees  of  an  institution  are  able  to  find  good  jobs  that  pay  well.  These  measures  are 
calculated  using  administrative  IRS  tax  records,  a  resource  that  has  several  benefits  when 
compared  to  other  earnings  data  sources,  including  state  Ul  records. 
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Using  data  for  the  2002  entry  cohort,;f!j^fr^!'‘M'f'$ 'shows  that  the  mean  earnings  10  years  after 
entry  across  all  colleges  range  from;,|^|i;^ia|^he  25*^  percentile  to  $44,100  at  the  75*^ 
percentile,  with  a  median  of  $35,500  (alf^lf^f'^^unts  are  presented  in  current  2014  dollars).^® 
Median  earnings  are  less  influenced  by  ihch/liiuafd'With  very  high  earnings;  they  are  thus  lower, 
with  an  interquartile  range  from  $25,800  to  $39,900  and  a  median  of  $32,100.  The  fraction  of 
students  not  enrolled  and  not  working  has  an  interquaitite  range  from  12  percent  to  23  percent 
with  a  median  at  17  percEht. 


Earnings 
60,000 

50,000  - 

40,000  - 

30,000  ■ 

20,000  - 

10,000  - 

0  - 


Figure  A-1:  DistHljutton  of  Earnings  Measures 
10  Years  After  Entry 


□  10th-90th  Percentile 

□  25th-75th  Percentile 


Nf5?)'Smployment  Rate 
0.6 


0.5 

0.4 

0.3 

0.2 

0.1 
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Right  Axis 


Mean  Earnings  Median  Earnings  Fraction  Not 

Working 

Note:  Data  are  for  the  2002  exit  cohort  for  <2,  2,  and  4  year  institutions. 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


It  is  important  to  note  how  well  IRS  data  compare  to  administrative  state  unemployment 
insurance  (Ul)  data  on  quarterly  earnings.  The  state  Ul  data  have  some  advantages  and 
disadvantages  relative  to  the  IRS  data.  An  advantage— though  not  related  to  the  underlying 
data— is  that  state  Ul  based  earnings  are  reported  for  all  students  rather  than  Title  IV  students 
only.  On  the  other  hand,  state  Ul  data  are  limited  in  that  only  students  who  work  in  the  same 
state  as  the  institution  can  generally  be  matched  (though  efforts  to  match  Ul  records  across 
states  are  underway),  and  certain  kinds  of  earnings  (e.g.,  self-employment  earnings)  and 
occupations  not  covered  by  the  Ul  system  are  excluded.  To  assess  the  degree  to  which  the  latter 
two  limitations  might  result  in  biased  earnings  measures,  estimates  of  mean  and  median  earnings 
were  created  imposing  the  limitations  of  the  Ul  on  the  earnings  data  used  for  the  scorecard.  In 
other  words,  institutional  mean  and  median  earnings  were  re-estimated  for  the  same  cohorts  of 
students  but  restricting  data  to  individuals  living  in  the  same  state  where  they  attended  college 
and  omitting  self-employment  earnings.®® 


The  comparison  of  the  restricted  state  Ul  data  and  IRS  earnings  data  has  several  interesting 
features.  First,  limiting  the  data  to  students  who  are  living  in  the  same  state  can  ignore  the 
outcomes  of  a  very  high  fraction  of  students  due  to  migration.  On  average  across  institutions  the 


We  use  10  year  measures  for  illustrative  purposes. 

“  Unemployment  insurance  data  are  aSo  restricted  to  Title  IV  students  for  comparison  purposes,  unlike  true 
unemployment  insurance  data. 
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data  constructed  with  Ul  restrictions  cover  only  about  62  percent  of  students  in  scorecard  data. 
This  raises  the  concern  that  these  data  could  be  biased,  depending  on  the  nature  of  selection 
into  working  in  the  state  versus  elsewhere  for  each  college.  Despite  this,  however.  Figure  A-2a 
shows  that  overall  the  difference  in  average  earnings  measures  is  fairly  low:  the  average  log 
difference  between  the  two  measures  is  less  than  one  percent  The  errors  are  largely  symmetric, 
with  about  14  and  10  percent  of  institutions  having  measured  Ul  earnings  that  are  more  than  five 
percent  below  and  above  the  scorecard  estimates,  respectively.  Figure  A-2b  shows  that  relative 
to  the  Scorecard  analysis  using  IRS  earnings data  result  in  lower  earnings  estimates  when 
a  lower  fraction  of  former  students  Si'S  This  suggests  that  on  average,  individuals 

moving  out  of  state  tend  to  have  higher  than  those  retraining  in  state.  It  is  beyond  the 

scope  of  this  report  to  assess  whethertj?fS:?et!e^ihtgher  mobility  states  for  higher-income 
workers,  a  concentration  of  colleges  rstetiveto  efriployers  of  coll^€»4dbcated  workers  in  higher- 
wage  states,  or  some  other  factor. 


Ul  data  based  earnings  estimates  also  appear  to  understate  average  earnings  relative  to  IRS 
earnings  at  schools  with  higher  earnings  measured  using  IRS.  For  institutions  in  the  bottom  60 
percent  of  institutional  mean  earnings,  the  result  is  that  Ul  data  appear  slightly  biased  upwards 
on  average  by  a  few  percent.  At  institutions  with  average  earnings  near  the  top  of  the 
distribution,  the  result  is  the  opposite— institutions  in  the  top  decile  have  on  average  5  percent 
lower  Ul  data-based  earnings.  This  may  result  from  the  restriction  of  the  data  to  in-state  earnings 
and  the  increased  mobility  of  high-skilled  workers,  shown  in  Figure  A-2c,  Overall,  there  are 
gaps  in  the  number  of  students  covered  by  Ul  data,  but  despite  these  differences,  estimat,$fe^- 
average  and  median  earnings  based  on  Ul  and  national  tax  data  are  quite  similar.  Still,,  for  a  small 
fraction  of  institutions,  quite  sizeable  differences  exist.  Further  work  i.s  necessary  to  characterize 
the  sources  of  these  differences,  but  the  fraction  of  students  who ''^»r|(;l^«j|t|^i^st3te  and  the  level 
of  earnings  overall  drive  some  of  the  bias  in  Ul  data-based  estim^tel;  ' .  ’ 


Figure  A-2a:  Institutional  Level  Difference  of  Ul  Earnings  Minus  Figure  A-2b:  lnstitutio^t^^^3fi^^>Ke  of  Ul  Earrings  Minus 

Percent  Coverage 


Source:  Department  of  Treasury 


minus  Tax) 


Source:  Department  of  Treasury 
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Figure  A-2c:  Institutional  Level  Difference  of  Ul  Earnings  Minus 
Percent  Earnings  by  Tax  Earnings 


Decile  of  Institution  Level  Tax  Earnings 
Source:  Department  of  T reasury 


On  a  whole,  the  IRS  administrative  tax  earnings  data  used  in  the  report  provide  some  key 
improvements  over  the  alternative  Ul  measure.  In  particular,  they  offer  a  consistent  measure  of 
earnings-based  outcomes  for  the  universe  of  all  Title  IV  students  at  all  institutions  of  higher 
education.  That  said,  the  analyses  above  show  that  state  efforts  based  on  Ul  data  are  probably 
providing  very  worthwhile  information,  though  in  some  cases  there  might  be  economically 
meaningful  discrepancies.  Even  so,  the  comprehensiveness  and  s^sistency  in  these  data  allow 
for  more  transparency  in  outcomes  than  was  previously  available. 


Completion 

This  section  details  the  newly  developed  NSLDS  completion  ji^i  that  hold  the  promise  of  being 
able  to  measure  outcomes  for  a  broader  set  of  students— Including  part-time  and  transfer 
students— and  to  provide  more  granular  outcome  estimates  for  various  student  subgroups. 
While  NSLDS  data  is  expected  to  improve  over  time,  there  are  several  limitations  and  concerns 
over  the  data  quality  behind  the  NSLDS  rates  that  recommend  caution  in  their  use,  especially  for 
'consumer  information'  applications.  These  data  are  being  made  available  to  the  field  to  facilitate 
dialog  about  how  these  new  data,  in  conjunction  with  other  existing  information,  can  best 
enhance  estimates  of  institutional  progression  and  completion  related  outcomes.  Below,  we 
discuss  the  current  limitations  of  the  NSIOS  data  through  comparisons  to  three  external  data 
sources  for  coj^pletion:  the  National  Student  Clearinghouse  (NSC),  the  Beginning  Postsecondary 
Students  Suiyey;|BPS)  and  the  State  Council  of  Higher  Education  for  Virginia  (SCHEV).  These 
representatlva  data  sources  cannot  provide  easily  accessible  information  at  a  national 
institutional  level,  but  they  are  well-suited  for  comparing  with  the  NSLDS  data. 

An  overview  of  NSLDS  completion  data,  including  some  features  and  limitations,  is  presented  in 
Section  III  of  the  report.  These  NSLDS  analyses  show  some  promising  trends  in  allowing  future 
users  to  access  reasonable  data  disaggregated  by  family  income  and  other  characteristics.  For 
students  with  loans,  NSLDS  completion  measures  tend  to  look  similar  to  other  data  sources, 
particularly  in  more  recent  years.  However,  reported  data  for  students  who  only  receive  grants 
remains  challenging  to  find,  but  progress  is  improving.  As  result,  the  data  are  not  currently 
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recommended  for  consumer  information  applications,  as  they  are  not  sufficiently  accurate  in 
many  cases,  but  they  are  promising  for  the  future. 

Due  to  the  issues  described  in  Section  III  of  the  main  report  about  weaknesses  in  NSLDS  coverage 
of  students  who  only  receive  Pell  grants  and  do  not  take  out  federal  loans,  NSLDS  completion 
rates  were  supplemented  with  NSC  data  for  Pell-only  recipients.  In  the  2007-2008  award  year, 
roughly  2,600  (out  of  5,941)  institutions  had  a  higher  completion  rate  when  including  full 
supplemental  NSC  data.  Of  those  institutions,  the  average  difference  between  the  two  rates  was 
roughly  2  percentage  points  with  a  standard  deviation  of  around  2.7  percentage  points,  though 
at  a  handful  of  schools  this  difference  was  significantly  larger.  These  statistics  and  Figure  A-3 
suggest  that  improved  Pell-only  reporting  could  more  accurately  capture  institutional  completion 
rates.  The  2005-2006  and  2006-2007  cohorts  had  negligible  differences,  suggesting  that  NSC 
reporting  may  not  have  been  as  complete  prior  to  the  2007-2008  award  year. 


Figure  A-3:  Completion  Rates  Pre-  and  Post-NSC  Match  at  4 


Note:  Data  are  for  the  2008  cohort.  Cohorts  less  than  10  were  dropped. 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorec^fd  I^^t^ 


Comparisons  of  NSLDS  data  (supi^p^nted  by  NSC  d|^;:$i3^?ii^9ding  data  for  Pell-only  students 
without  an  enrollment  table  r^^pwith  the  closei^;i^|!©i^^#^  data  provide  national-  and 
sector-level  comparisons.  The"<iP#*Surveys  repr^entsftf^'' Cohorts  of  first-time,  beginning 
students  at  three  points  in  time:  the  end  of  their  first  year  as  well  as  three  and  six  years  after  first 
starting  a  postsecondary  education.  The  BPS  collects  data  on  a  variety  of  topics  suitable  for 
constructing  a  completion  rate  comparison.  Table  A-1  shows  that  the  2004  NSLDS  national  Title 
IV  student  six-year  graduation  rate  was  39.5  percent,  as  compared  to  the  six-year  BPS  Title  IV 
graduation  rate  of  50.7  percent.''®  There  was  a  slight  upward  trend  in  NSLDS  completion  rates 
from  2004  to  2008  based  on  limited  NSC  Pell-only  completion  rates.  However,  the  2007  and  2008 
six-year  completion  rates  with  full  Pell-only  NSC  supplemented  data  are  still  below  the  2003-2004 
BPS  six-year  completion  rate.  In  addition.  Table  A-1  shows  that  public  institutions  have  lower  six- 
year  completion  rates  in  comparison  to  six-year  BPS  completion  rates  (though  private  for-profit 


The  Title  IV  graduation  rate  is  for  students  receiving  Title  IV  aid  in  2003-2004. 
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schools  have  higher  six-year  completion  rates  than  six-year  BPS  completion  rates  Since  Pell-only 
students  are  more  prevalent  in  public  institutions,  Table  A-1  suggests  that  even  with  full  NSC 
supplemental  data,  NSLDS  completion  rates  may  underreport  Pell-only  completions. 


Table  A-1;  Six-Year  NSLDS  and  Five-Year  BPS  Title  IV  Completion  Rates  by  Sector 

NSLDS 

2004 

cohort 

with  no 

2007 

cohort 

limited 
Pell-only 
NSC  data 

2008 

cohort 

limited 
Pell-only 
NSC  data 

2007 

cohort 

with  Pell- 
only  NSC 
data 

2008 

cohort 

with  Pell- 
only  NSC 
data 

BPS  2004 

cohort 

BPS  sector 

All 

42.1% 

43.5% 

44.8% 

47.4% 

50.7% 

All 

Public  2-3  Year 

17.7% 

21.3% 

23.5% 

24.5% 

29.3% 

34.1% 

Public  2  Year 

Public  4+ Year 

46.2% 

49.8% 

52.0% 

52.7% 

56.6% 

61.7% 

Public  4  Year 

‘  41.0% 

46.1% 

48.2% 

49.1% 

51.8% 

45.8% 

Private  Not-for- 
profit  2  Year 

!' 

!  53.3% 

55.3% 

57.2% 

58.0% 

60.8% 

67.7% 

Private  Not-for- 
profit  4  Year 

Year 

53.9% 

56.1% 

57.2% 

39.1% 

Private  For- 
profit  2  Year 

Proprietary  4+ 

Year 

37.4% 

36.7% 

35.5% 

.  :  373% 

32.9% 

Private  For- 
profit  4  Year 

Source:  NSLDS,  BPS  ■.■I'-..'-  .. 

In  a  second  exercise,  NSLDS  completion  rates  were  supplemented  with  NSC  data  and  compared 
to  data  provided  by  SCHEV,  with  a  sample  representing  roughly  90  percent  of  the  NSLDS 
observations.  In  order  to  examine  the  cohort  construction  in  the  NSLDS  completion  rate,  a  SCHEV 
variable  describing  the  first  time  a  student  enrolled  at  an  institution  was  compared  with  the  first- 
aided  methodology  as  described  in  the  NSLDS  completion  rate  methodology. 


Table  A-2:  Year  that  Students  Classified  as  a  First  Year  in  NSLDS  Appear  as  a  First 

Year  in  SCHEV 

NSLDS  2008  cohort 

NSLDS  2007  cohort 

Award  year 

Observations 

Percent 

Observations 

Percent 

Prior  to  2001-02 

2,632 

3.96 

2,831 

5.21 

2001-2002 

741 

1.12 

840 

1.55 

2002-2003 

888 

1.34 

1,096 

2.02 

2003-2004 

1,264 

1.9 

1,547 

2.85 

2004-2005 

1,861 

2.8 

2,483 

4.57 

2005-2006 

2,670 

4.02 

4,004 

7.37 

2006-2007 

4,808 

7.24 

37,272 

68.62 

2007-2008 

46,682 

70.25 

2,348 

4.32 

2008-2009 

2,567 

3.86 

1,334 

2.46 

2009-2010 

1,784 

2.68 

207 

0.38 

2010-2011  and 

after 

555 

0.82 

351 

0.65 

Source:  NSLDS,  SCHEV 
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These  data  correspond  reasonably  well,  but  the  analysis  suggests  that  NSLDS  complll^fe 
reporting  has  room  for  improvement.  For  the  sample  in  the  2007-2008  cohort,  70  percent  of  fhV  ' 
observations  identified  in  NSLDS  were  also  identified  as  beginning  students  at  an  institution  by 
SCHEV.  In  roughly  22  percent  of  the  observationgj>.M^V  recorded  a  student  starting  at  an 
institution  prior  to  the  2007-2008  award  year.  these  observations  may  be  due  to 

students  who  first  enrolled  at  an  institution  but  dicf'ttot  fficeive  Title  IV  aid  at  the  time.  Roughly 
7  percent  of  observations  in  the  NSLDS  for  this  cohort  were  identified  by  SCHEV  as  students 
having  started  at  the  institution  later  than  the  cohort  year.  This  is  likely  related  to  changes  in  the 
way  SCHEV  schools  reported  Social  Security  numbers  and  also  suggests  there  may  be  some 
general  inconsistencies  between  the  two  data  systems.  The  2006-2007  cohort  has  similar 
findings. 

Observations  with  a  completion  event  at  a  SCHEV  school  were  also  compared  to  NSLDS 
corresponding  completion  events  in  the  same  time  period  to  assess  the  NSLDS  completion 
measure.  For  each  cohort,  the  time  period  spans  between  the  start  of  the  cohort  year  and  the 
end  of  the  2013-14  award  year  (seven-year  completion  rate  for  2007  cohort  and  eight-year 
completion  rate  for  2008  cohort).  23.1  percent  of  observations  with  a  SCHEV  completion  event 
do  not  have  a  corresponding  NSLDS  completion  event  in  the  2007  cohort.  In  the  2008  cohort, 
16.8  percent  of  observations  with  a  SCHEV  completion  event  do  not  have  a  corresponding  NSLDS 
completion  event. 


Table  A-3:  SCHEV  Completion  vs.  NSLDS  Completion  by  Sector 


Cohort 

Pell  Only 

NSLDS  Sector 

Observations  with 
SCHEV  completion 
and  without  NSLDS 
completion 

Observations  with 

both  SCHEV  and 
NSLDS  completion 

event 

Percent  with  SCHEV 
completion  without 
NSLDS  completion 

2007 

No 

Private  4+  Years 

1,113 

5,627 

16.5% 

Public  2-3  Years 

1,265 

3,151 

28.6% 

Public  4+  Years 

1,984 

14,614 

12.0% 

Yes 

Private  4+  Years 

232 

44 

84.1% 

Public  2-3  Years 

1,860 

287 

86.6% 

Public  4+  Years 

731 

139 

84.0% 

2008 

No 

Private  4+  Years 

1,084 

7,461 

12.7% 

Public  2-3  Years 

1,256 

3,907 

24.3% 

Public  4+  Years 

2,043 

17,163 

10.6% 

Yes 

Private  4+  Years 

198 

203 

49.4% 

Public  2-3  Years 

1,060 

1,388 

43.3% 

Public  4+  Years 

539 

574 

48.4% 

Source:  NSLDS,  SCHEV 


Table  A-3  shows  that  SCHEV  completion  events  occurred  with tita^iluJ^SLDS 
events  for  Pell-only  observations.  Around  85  percent  of  Pell-oniy^^iSIgrtW  MfJ^%jbhort 

who  completed  at  a  SCHEV  school  within  six  years  did  not  have  over 

that  timeframe.  This  improved  measurably  for  the  2008  cohort, 

completers  not  having  an  NSLDS  completion  event.  These  fractiO|r|S(ar(»s|2s^S|l^.l^*d^t^ing. 
A  final  comparison  between  the  NSC  corrected  2008  NSLDS  comp^t5«f3S:i^fj<Sth€8d!it^«s9i'PEDS 
rate  shows  that  the  two  are  reasonably  well  correlated  at  four-ye^f  with 
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a  low  fraction  (less  than  a  quarter)  of  first-time  full-time  students  tend  to  be  less  correlated 
(0.50);  this  would  be  expected  since  the  IPEDS  measure  is  restricted  to  this  small  sample  of 
students  while  the  NSLDS  measure  is  not.  Additionally,  schools  with  a  high  fraction  (greater  than 
three-quarters)  of  Pell-only  students  are  less  correlated  due  to  errors  in  NSLDS  data  (0.50). 
Correlations  at  two-year  schools  are  slightly  lower  (0.68). 

Figure  A-4:  IPEDS  vs.  NSLDS  Completion  Rates  at  4  Year 

2008  NSLDS  Rate  Colleges 

1.0 

0.8 

0.6 

0.4 

0.2 

0.0 

0  0.2  0.4  0.6  0.8  1 

2007  IPEDS  Rate 

Note:  6  year  completion  rates  are  used  for  the  NSLDS  cohort,  and  150%  rates  are 
used  for  IPEDS. 

Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


Comparisons  with  BPS  and  SCHEV  data  show  that  NSLDS  data  is  not  a  perfect  resource  for 
understanding  completion,  though  recent  data  show  that  there  are  some  signs  of  improvement. 

Cost 

Understandihg  tte  costs  of  higher  edu0tson  Is  critical  to  both  consumers,  choosing  whether  and 
where  to  attend  college,  and  to  policythakefs,  examining  whether  scarce  resources  are  being 
deployed  in  an  efficient  manner.  Complications  arise,  however,  because  there  are  a  variety  of 
different  ways  to  measure  costs  and  the  price  students  pay  often  differs  from  the  'sticker  price' 
they  see.  Various  cost  measures  are  outlined  below,  along  with  some  less  transparent  costs  that 
students  and  policymakers  often  consider,  including  opportunity  costs.  It  is  also  worthwhile  for 
interested  parties  to  consider  the  ways  in  which  institutional  spending  and  cost  relate. 

•  Tuition,  sometimes  called  the  'sticker  price,'  is  what  institutions  generally  advertise  as  the 
price  charged  to  attend.  The  tuition  measure  reported  in  the  College  Scorecard  is  the  sum 
of  tuition  and  fees  for  full-time  students,  reported  by  institutions  in  IPEDS.  Tuition  and 
fees  can  vary  by  residency  status,  as  many  public  academic-year  institutions  report  costs 
separately  for  in-state  and  out-of-state  students.  Some  colleges  also  have  a  separate 
tuition  and  fee  schedule  for  'in-district'  students  who  reside  in  the  same  locality  as  the 
institution.  Many  other  schools,  especially  private  colleges,  have  the  same  tuition  and 
fees  for  all  students,  regardless  of  residency  status.  For  comparison  purposes.  Table  A-4 
below  uses  the  in-state  tuition  measure  when  reported.  For  institutions  on  a  non- 

72 

ED-18-0281  through  1 8-0286-B-000584 


MersIght 


academic  year  that  report  tuition  and  fees  by  program  year,  it  uses  the  values  for  tuition 
and  fees  that  cover  the  full  cost  of  the  largest  program. 


•  The  broadest  measure  of  costs  to  students  is  cost  of  attendance,  also  reported  to  IPEDS 
by  institutions  for  students  paying  the  in-state  or  in-district  tuition  rate.'*^  In  the  cost  of 
attendance  measure,  living  expenses  are  calculated  by  weighting  the  expenses  faced  by 
students  living  on-campus,  students  living  off-campus  with  their  families,  and  students 
living  off-campus  without  families  by  the  number  of  students  in  each  category.  Though 
this  measure  provides  students  the  most  comprehensive  view  of  the  total  cost  of 
attending  college  (assuming  they  receive  no  additional  aid),  research  by  Kelchen,  Hosch, 
and  Goldrick-Rab  (2014)  find  considerable  variability  in  the  accuracy  of  reported  living 
expenses.  They  find  that  public  institutions  tend  to  underestimate  actual  living  costs  for 
students,  while  for-profits  tend  to  provide  the  most  inaccurate  estimate,  with  both  over 
and  underestimation  of  expenses.  Such  inaccuracies  can  be  costly  for  students  deciding  if 
and  where  to  attend  college. 


•  A  final  cost  measure  is  the  average  net  price  to  students  at  each  institution,  defined  as 
the  cost  of  attendance  less  all  grant  aid  for  federal  aid  recipients  paying  the  in-state  or  in¬ 
district  tuition  rate.  The  net  price  measure  captures  the  fact  that  many  students  who  do 
not  need  to  pay  the  full  cost  of  attendance,  as  they  receive  grant  aid  from  the  state  or 
fede^f  ii^ernment  or  the  institution  itself. 

Table  A-4  below  describes  the  range  of  these  various  cost  estimates  across  institutions  in 
different  sectors  of  higher  education. 


- - ;  : 

Table  A-4;  Overview  of  College  Cost  Measures  f 

Public 

Private  Non-Profit 

For-Profit 

School 

Type 

Cost 

Measure 

Median 

10th 

Percentile 

90th 

Percentile 

Median 

10th 

Percentile 

90lh 

Perceni^'1 

i%rcentile 

90th 

Percentile 

<  2  Year 

Tuition 

3900 

1900 

12200 

12900 

5800 

24900 

10300 

20400 

<2  Year 

Cost  of 

Attendance 

12900 

8900 

19800 

19300 

12300 

32000 

19600 

12700 

28400 

<  2  Year 

Net  Price 

8300 

3600 

16300 

15000 

6500 

27900 

15900 

8600 

24500 

2  Year 

Tuition 

3400 

1400 

5300 

16000 

7900 

26000 

17100 

11500 

24000 

2  Year 

Cost  of 

Attendance 

12400 

9300 

16000 

25300 

15000 

35500 

26500 

21500 

30900 

2  Year 

Net  Price 

7500 

4300 

11500 

19600 

10500 

27900 

21900 

15300 

26100 

4  Year 

Tuition 

7800 

5800 

13300 

27000 

10800 

42800 

16000 

10600 

21100 

4  Year 

Cost  of 

Attendance 

20100 

15500 

25500 

38500 

21100 

57200 

26300 

23200 

34800 

4  Year 

Net  Price 

14100 

9100 

18500 

21500 

12700 

31600 

20900 

17900 

30600 

Note:  Cost  measures  in  this  table  are  defined  as  follows.  Tuition  is  the  sticker  price  of  the  school.  In-state  prices  are  used  for  public 
schools  when  in-state  and  out-of-state  prices  differ.  Cost  of  attendance  is  the  noted  tuition  plus  fees  and  supplies  along  with  living 
expenses.  Net  price  is  the  cost  of  attendance  less  grant  aid. 

Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Dara 

There  is  some  debate  among  education  researchers  as  to  whether  living  costs  should  be  included  in  the  cost  of 
attendance,  as  estimates  of  living  costs  may  not  represent  the  additional  cost  relative  to  what  an  individual  would 
need  to  spend  if  they  were  not  in  college  (Johnson,  2009;Romano,  Losinger,  and  Millard,  2011;College  Board, 
2014a). 
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While  the  table  above  shows  that  the  net  prices  paid  by  students  can  differ  substantially  from 
the  full  cost  of  attendance  on  average,  these  data  mask  even  greater  differences  for  students 
from  different  family  income  backgrounds.  On  average,  the  poorest  federal  aid  recipients  pay  a 
net  price  over  $3,000  dollars  Hess  than  those  whose  families  earn  over  $30,000  a  year,  and  $5,000 
dollars  less  than  those  earning  over  $75,000  a  year.  The  difference  is  driven  in  part  by  need-based 
federal  and  state ffnancial  aid,  but  also  by  institutions'  financial  aid  policies.  A  recent  study  found, 
for  example,  that  students  paying  the  full  tuition  price  are  increasingly  subsidizing  poorer 
students  through  institiitionai  grants  (G^IJedCiost  Project,  2010).  Providing  these  net  price  data  by 
family  income  categories  is  importar’t  in  tardier  to  give  students  the  most  accurate  data  possible. 

V.  j  : 

Figure  A-S:  Relationship  Between  Subsidiz^tlimand  Percent  of 
Poor  Students  at  4  Year  Schools 

Difference  Between  Price  Paid  by  Poorest  Students  vs.  Other  Students 

35,000 
30,000 
25,000 
20,000 
15,000 
10,000 
5,000 
0 

-5,000 
-10,000 
-15,000 

1  0.8  0.6  0.4  0.2  0 

Percent  of  Poorest  Students 

Source;  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


From  an  accountability  perspective,  it  may  be  desirable  to  recognize  institutions  that  target  their 
own  financial  aid  resources  towards  reducing  net  prices  for  the  poorest  students.  A  challenge  in 
doing  so,  however,  is  that  institutions  may  only  be  able  to  cross-subsidize  the  tuition  of  poorer 
students  if  there  are  relatively  few  poor  students,  since  there  must  be  a  pool  of  students  paying 
higher  tuition  to  make  such  a  strategy  possible.  Figure  A-5  confirms  that  the  gap  between  the  net 
price  charged  to  students  with  family  incomes  less  than  $30,000  and  that  charged  to  other 
students  is  greatest  at  institutions  with  the  fewest  poor  students.  As  a  result,  a  policy  that 
incentivizes  reducing  the  average  net  price  charged  to  lower-income  students  may  have  the 
perverse  effect  of  inducing  institutions  to  enroll  fewer  low-income  students. 

Further,  the  cost  schools  incur  in  educating  stude^c^n  differ  dramatically  from  the  price 
students  pay.  Although  many  great  schools  can  Me  ttieir  endowments  to  reduce  costs  to 
students,  other  schools  may  be  spending  in  unsustainable  ways,  relying  on  external  grant  money 
from  the  government  and  other  sources  to  fund  their  endeavors.  About  500  private  schools 
spend  less  than  students'  paid  tuition  on  educational  activities,  instead  saving  some  of  the  tuition 
as  profit  or  spending  a  larger  fraction  of  the  tuition  on  buildings,  athletics,  or  other  expenses  not 
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covered  in  the  educational  expense  measure  used.  The  most  pervasive  differences  between  net 
tuition  and  educational  spending  occur  at  private  for-profit  two-year  schools. 

Additionally,  there  is  significant  variation  in  the  educational  expenses  at  a  school.  Many  schools 
rely  on  public  grants,  endowments,  investments,  and  school  operations  to  fund  educational 
activities,  with  42  schools  spending  more  than  100,000  dollars  per  FT|:5p|:ffiducatfon.  Curbing 
overall  spending  on  all  types  of  expenses  is  a  priority  for  some  institip^^as  state  and  local 
appropriations  are  decreasing,  schools  will  need  to  replace  those  funes^^fSugh  other  means, 
including  higher  tuition  (Kirshstein  and  Hurlburt,  2012). 


Debt  and  Repayment 

As  students  increasingly  finance  their  education  with  loans,  there  is  growing  concern  that  a) 
financing  costs  unduly  add  to  the  already  rising  cost  of  college,  b)  some  individuals  may  struggle 
to  repay  their  loans  after  college  and  the  resulting  damage  to  credit  records  may  hinder  the 
ability  to  build  wealth,  and  c)  the  burden  associated  with  repaying  loans  may  affect  student 
choices  after  they  exit  college  in  undesirable  ways. 


Data  from  the  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics'  National  Postsecondary  Student  Aid 
Survey  (NPSAS),  a  sample  of  all  undergraduates  in  2011-2012,  shows  that  the  fraction  of 
undergraduates  with  federal  loans  has.^r^^drlfe^I^J^ifiiri^’pnt  in  2003-2004  to  52.3  percent 
in  2011-2012.^^  It  is  increasingly  students  with  information 

about  how  much  they  might  need  to  l|^f^,5^g^:|^^5|'v|ii^p^,‘institutions  and  how  likely  they 
will  be  able  to  repay  those  loans  once  f -i- 
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Figure  A-6: 
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Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


A  New  America  policy  brief  (Miller,  2014)  calculates  a  similar  percentage  but  also  Includes  private  loans,  finding 
an  increase  from  53.5  to  61.6  percent  from  2003-2004  to  2011-2012  for  completers. 
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It  is  important  to  note  that  this  measure  does  not  reflect  the  amount  borrowed  by  the  typical 
(i.e.,  median)  student  at  an  institution,  since  the  fraction  of  students  who  borrow  varies  greatly 
across  institutions,  as  shown  in  Figure  A-7  below.  For  example,  a  majority  of  students  at  nearly 
all  two-year  for-profits  borrow,  while  a  minority  of  students  do  so  for  nearly  all  two-year  public 
schools.  At  four-year  schools,  borrowing  is  common  across  public,  private  non-profit,  and  for- 
profit  institutions,  but,  again,  is  most  prevalent  at  for-profits  and  least  prevalent  at  public 
institutions. 


Figure  A-7:  Percent  of  Students  with  Federal  Loans  by  Sector 

Percent 


Note:  Data  are  for  the  fraction  of  all  undergraduates  with  a  federal  loan  in  2013. 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


in  the  past,  the  initial  College  Scorecard  reported  the  median  debt  for  all  students 
i*ilp;|iprr^’yy  at  an  institution.  This  reflects  the  amount  that  the  typical  student  who  is  expecting 
will  borrow.  However,  at  institutions  where  a  large  number  of  students  withdraw 
,i^fef{^ir#;^#5pletion,  the  total  debt  level  is  likely  to  be  influenced  by  the  fact  that  the  typical 
Sttident  spdnds  only  a  fraction  of  the  time  it  takes  to  complete  a  degree  at  the  institution.  Using 
the  median  debt  level  for  students  who  complete  a  degree  avoids  this  distortion;  this  measure  is 
used  throughout  the  report  since  it  is  more  likely  to  reflect  affordability  differences  across 
institutions.  It  is  important  to  note,  however,  that  this  measure  (appropriately)  is  still  influenced 
by  time-to-degree  differences  across  institutions:  institutions  where  students  take  longer  to 
complete  are  likely  to  have  higher  debt  levels. 

A  closer  look  at  the  median  cumulative  debt  measure  shows  that  typical  students  at  many 
institutions— especially  four-year  private  non-profit  institutions— have  total  borrowing  amounts 
equal  to  federal  loan  limits.  As  shown  in  Figures  A-8a-d,  there  are  large  spikes  in  the  distribution 
of  total  borrowing  that  correspond  with  the  Direct  Loan  limit  for  dependent  undergraduates  at 
each  type  of  institution:  students  can  borrow  up  to  $12,000  for  two  years  at  two-year  schools 
and  up  to  $27,000  for  four  years  of  college  at  four-year  schools.  Independent  undergraduates 
are  capped  at  $20,000  for  two  years  of  college.^^ 


”  Loan  limits  are  defined  for  annual  borrowing  and  differ  by  grade  level,  but  they  sum  to  the  amounts  noted. 
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Figure  A-8a:  Distribution  of  Debt  for  Graduating  Students 


Median  Debt  for  Graduating  Students 

Note:  Data  are  for  the  2013  and  2014  exit  cohorts 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


Figure  A-8c:  Distribution  of  Debt  for  Graduating  Students 


Median  Debt  for  Graduating  Students 

Note:  Data  are  for  the  2013  and  2014  exit  cohorts 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


Figure  A-8b:  Distribution  of  Debt  for  Graduating  Students 
Percent  of  Schools  a*  2  Year  For-Profit  Schools 


Median  Debt  for  Graduating  Students 
Note:  Data  are  for  the  2013  and  2014  exit 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Data 


■  di v: 

Distribution  of  Dfdbt  lor  Graduating  Students 
Percent  of  Schools  a*  ^  Year  Private  NP  Schools 


Median  Debt  for  Graduating  Students 

Note:  Data  are  for  the  2013  and  2014  exit  cohorts 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


Existence  of  these  caps  leads  to  a  break  in  the  relationship  between  debt  and  net  price,  which 
tends  to  be  most  binding  in  the  private  non-profit  sector.  The  fact  that  borrowing  is  at  or  near 
the  federal  limit  for  the  typical  student  at  so  many  colleges  highlights  another  limitation  with  the 
NSLDS  data:  they  exclude  several  types  of  debt.  Parent  PLUS  loans  are  not  included.  NPSAS  data 
show  that,  although  a  small  minority  of  students'  parents  borrow  with  these  loans  (at  about  4.5 
percent  overall),  they  tend  to  be  sizeable,  with  a  median  of  about  10,000  dollars  among  PLUS 
borrowers  (NPSAS,  2012).  The  same  dataset  shows  that  only  6  percent  of  borrowers  hold  any 
private  loans,  and  for  those  borrowers,  median  debt  amounts  tend  to  be  small,  at  4,000  dollars 
(NPSAS,  2012).  The  shares  of  parent  and  private  borrowers  tend  to  be  concentrated  at  four-year 
and  less-than-two-year  schools.  These  data  may  understate  the  extent  of  private  borrowing  for 
education,  however,  since  families  might  also  make  other  financial  adjustments  to  pay  for  college 
that  will  not  be  captured  under  the  student  debt  measure,  such  as  taking  a  home  equity  loan. 
While  the  cumulative  debt  measure  used  cannot  capture  all  of  the  financial  burdens  of  enrolling 
in  a  particular  school  -  especially  some  private  loans  that  could  be  more  costly  -  it  likely  captures 
most  debt  taken  on  by  students  and  their  families  to  attend  college  (College  Board,  2014b;  TICAS, 
2014). 
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Figure  A-9:  Relationship  Between  Debt  and  Net  Price 

j  j  r^  at  4  Year  Schools 

Median  Graduate  Debt 
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1,172  7,747  14,321  20,896  27,470  34,045  40,619 

Net  Price 

Note:  Data  are  for  the  2013-2014  pooled  debt  cohort  and  2013  net  price. 
Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 


Another |P|tical  consideration  for  consumers  and  policymakers  is  the  repayment  rate,  which 
shoWi05«  fraction  of  students  at  an  institution  who  are  able  to  pay  down  their  loans.  This 
measure  is  similar  to  the  well-known  cohort  default  rate  metric  (CDR)  but  is  meant  to  b6  te$S 
susceptible  to  gaming  behavior  by  institutions.^^  In  addition  to  default,  individuals  countess  3  ^ 
'failure'  if  their  loan  balance  fails  to  decline  between  repayment  entry  and  the  measurement 
date.  As  such,  forbearance  or  deferments  alone  do  not  improve  the  institutions'  rate  since  loan 
interest  will  still  generally  accrue  even  if  this  prevents  a  loan  from  entering  default.  One  flaw  with 
treating  negative  amortization  of  the  loan  as  a  failure  is  that  students  with  unsubsidized  loans 
who  might  defer  for  'good  reasons'— e.g.,  to  attend  graduate  school— may  see  their  loan 
balances  increase  between  measurement  periods  as  interest  accumulates  even  if  their  loan  is 
always  in  good  standing.  This  problem  is  mitigated  somewhat  by  excluding  students  in  in-school 
loan  deferment  at  the  point  of  measurement  from  the  calculation.  But  the  measure  would  still 
record  as  a  'failure,'  for  example,  a  student  who  entered  repayment,  ssw  their  balance  increase 
while  in  a  master's  program,  and  then  entered  repayment  again  Just  prior  to  the  three-year 
measurement  date. 

The  overall  three-year  repayment  rate  for  all  undergraduate  institutions,  weighted  by  the 
number  of  students  borrowing  at  each  school,  was  63  percent  it^:^  Combined  2010  and  2011 
repayment  cohorts.  37  percent  of  students  were  thus  not  meeting Avifepayment  metric— either 
they  were  in  default  or  were  making  monthly  payments  that  were  not  reducing  their  loan 
balance.  As  a  point  of  comparison,  the  three-year  CDR  was  13  percent  for  all  students  in  the  2011 
repayment  cohort. 

It  is  expected  that  the  default  rate  is  lower  than  the  repayment  rate,  since  the  repayment  rate 
captures  not  only  those  loans  in  default,  but  also  those  that  may  potentially  be  in  deferment  or 


^  From  the  late  1990s  through  the  2000s,  an  increased  length  of  the  delinquency  period  of  a  loan  (180  to  270 
days),  coupled  with  a  measurement  period  of  2  years,  better  allowed  for  deferment  and  forbearance  periods  to 
mask  student  default,  leading  to  significantly  lower  default  rates  (Lederman,  2007). 
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forbearance,  or  for  other  reasons  carry  a  balance  exceeding  the  balance  of  the  loan  at  repayment. 
An  important  case  where  this  might  happen  is  if  a  borrower  enrolls  in  an  income-driven 
repayment  plan  and,  despite  making  on-time  payments,  may  not  actually  be  making  progress 
towards  lowering  the  balance  of  the  loan.  This  could  be  because  payments  only  cover  the  interest 
of  the  loan  or  because  payments  due  are  zero  for  those  with  low  enough  income. 

Compared  to  the  cohort  default  rate,  the  repayment  rate  measure  is  designed  to  be  a  more 
robust  measure  of  the  fraction  of  borrowers  struggling  to  repay  their  loans.  In  particular,  it  cannot 
be  improved  by  nudging  students  into  forbearance  or  deferment,  as  that  alone  will  not  lead  a 
student's  loan  balance  to  decline.  Interest  will  also  continue  to  accumulate  during  forbearance 
on  all  loans  and  during  deferment  for  unsubsidized  loans.  As  expected,  the  'non-repayment  rate' 
(i.e.,  1  minus  the  repayment  rate)  is  consistently  larger  than  the  cohort  default  rate.  The 
difference  between  the  cohort  default  rate  and  the  'non-repayment  rate'  is  largest  at  two-year 
and  less-than-two-year  colleges,  where  the  average  difference  is  roughly  25  percentage  points, 
as  compared  tol2.5  percentage  points  at  four-year  colleges.  Differences  are  driven  by  for-profit 
institutions,  where  the  average  difference  is  about  30  percentage  points,  followed  by  public 
schools  and  private  non-profits.  These  differences  are  important  to  note,  as  we  believe  that 
repayment  rates  more  accurately  reflect  the  borrowing  behavior  of  students  than  default  rates. 
Temporal  features  of  the  repayment  rate  metric  are  important  as  well.  Rates  are  stable  across 
various  time  horizons,  especially  between  measures  at  least  three  years  after  repayment.  For 
example,  the  repayment  rates  for  the  2007  cohort,  the  most  recent  for  which  all  longer-term 
measures  are  available,  show  an  overall  student-level  repayment  rate  of  81  percent  at  year  one 
and  75  percent  fo||p^ears  three,  five,  and  seven.  However,  differences  across  cohorts  tend 
to  be  less  stable.  Il^^lear  repayment  rates  have  steadily  dropped  from  75  percent  in  2007  to 
61  percent  in  2011,  reflecting  a  variety  of  factors,  including  a  shift  of  borrowers  to  the  for-profit 
sector  where  repayment  outcomes  tend  to  be  worse  and  a  decline  in  labor  market  opportunities 
for  all  students  (Looney  and  Yannellis,  2015). 


Access  -■ 

Improving  outcomes  and  reducing  costs  is  especially  important  for  disadvin^&d  students. 
College  Scorecard  data  show  that  advantaged  students  often  have  better  completion  rates,  labor 
market  outcomes,  and  loan  repayment  rates  than  disadvantaged  students  who  attend  the  same 
colleges,  indicating  that  colleges  face  a  particular  challenge  in  serving  low-income  students  who 
enroll.''® 

In  order  to  understand  and  improve  higher  education  opportunities  for  disadvantaged  students, 
it  is  first  necessary  to  measure  enrollment  of  these  students  at  institutions.  In  this  section,  we 
outline  four  ways  that  enrollment  of  disadvantaged  students  in  higher  education  could  be 
measured.  First,  IPEDS  data  can  be  used  to  determine  the  fraction  of  Pell  students  at  an 


As  mentioned  above,  there  are  exceptions  to  this  general  rule.  For  instance,  student  characteristics  exhibit  a 
negligible  relationship  with  the  gainful  employment  metric  (debt  to  earnings  ratio)  among  applicable  programs; 
this  is  much  less  the  case  when  comparing  a  broader  set  of  outcomes  across  the  full  spectrum  of  higher  education 
institutions. 


.  I  ^  — ^ 

p\7ERSiGHT 


79 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-B-000591 


institution.  This  measure  is  simple  to  calculate  but  obscures  differences  in  financial  circumstances 
among  students  who  receive  Pell  grants  and  those  who  do  not  and  miscounts  the  fraction  of  low 
income  students  in  places  where  low  tuition  and  alternative  grants  reduce  the  need  for  Pell. 

IPEDS  data  can  also  be  used  for  measuring  enrollment  of  disadvantaged  students  by  examining 
the  fraction  of  students  in  different  family  income  bands,  where  low-income  status  may  be 
reasonably  defined  as  students  with  family  income  less  than  $48,000.  Using  the  IPEDS  data  to 
construct  a  family  income  measure  requires  restricting  analysis  to  first-time  full-time  students 
who  receive  Title  IV  aid,  while  the  percentage  Pell  measure  relates  to  all  students  at  an 
institution.  These  measures  are  correlated  (0.74  at  four-year  schools),  as  shown  below  in  Table 
A-5,  but  differences  may  arise  because  low  income  enrollment  rates  will  exclude  part-time, 
transf^  iand  non-Title  IV  students.  Similar  NSLDS  data  can  also  be  used  to  calculate  the  fraction 
of  Hj\^liipfne  enrollment. 

Alteimativ^y,  parental  financial  and  parental  education  data  from  the  NSLDS  can  be  used  to 
construct  enrollment  rates  of  students  with  different  demographic  backgrounds.  Though  this 
data  is  only  available  for  Title  IV  students,  the  demographic  information  in  the  NSLDS  can  be  used 
to  calculate  the  fraction  of  first -generation  students  whose  parents  did  not  attend  college. 

A  final  enrollment  measure  could  be  defined  by  the  poverty  rate  in  the  students'  zip  code  using 
U.S.  Census  data  merged  to  individual  student  records  in  the  NSLDS.  As  with  other  NSLDS 
calculations,  this  enrollment  rate  is  restricted  to  Title  IV  students  which  may  decrease  the 
comprehensiveness  of  the  measure.  Correlations  at  two-  and  four-year  schools  for  these 
measures  are  noted  below. 


Table  A-5:  Correlation  Across  Access  Measures 

2  Year 

4  Year 

Fraction 

Pell 

Fraction 

Low  Income 

First 

Generation 

Student 

Zip  Poverty 

Rate 

Fraction 

Pell 

Fraction 

Low  Income 

First 

Generation 

Student 

Zip  Poverty 

Rate 

Fraction 

Pell 

1.00 

Fraction 

Pell 

1.00 

Fraction 

Low  Income 

0.20 

1.00 

Fraction 

Low  Income 

0.74 

1.00 

First 

Generation 

Student 

0.32 

0.30 

1.00 

First 

Generation 
StudenV  / 

0.58 

0.51 

1.00 

Zip  Poverty 

Rate 

0.30 

0.41 

0.19 

1.00 

Zip  Poyeity 
Rate 

0.61 

0.65 

0.43 

1.00 

Note:  Measures  are  identical  to  those  used  in  Figures  1, 1,  and  3. 

Source:  Department  of  Education,  College  Scorecard  Data 

Colleges  face  a  unique  challenge  in  serving  disadvantaged  students.  The  measures  described 
above  can  be  a  useful  starting  point  to  examine  how  well  colleges  serve  these  students. 
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June  28,  2019 


Hart  W.  Wood,  Esq. 

American  Oversight 
1030  15“’  Street,  NW 
Suite  B255 

Washington,  DC  20005 

Re:  American  Oversight  v.  U.S.  Department  of  Education  -  June  2019  Production 

Civil  Action  No.:  1 : 1 8-cv-02582 

FOIA  Request  Nos.:  17-01727-F;  17-01730-F;  17-01732-F;  17-01734-F;  17-01737-F; 

17-01739-F 


Dear  Mr.  Wood: 

Enclosed  please  find  one  (1)  disc  containing  the  June  2019  production  of  documents  responsive 
to  the  above-captioned  FOIA  litigation. 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  any  trouble  opening  the  CD,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (202) 
401-0409  or  at  Lvdia.Makande@,ed.gov. 


Sincerely, 


Lydia  T.  Makande 
General  Attorney 


Enclosure 

cc:  AUSA  Fred  Haynes 


400  MARYLAND  AVE.,  S.W.  WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20202-21 10 
Our  mission  is  to  ensure  equal  access  to  education  and  to  promote  educational  excellence  throughout  the  Nation 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 


Subject: 


Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  8:26  PM 
Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 

Jones,  Diane;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB; 
Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  Brickman, 
Michael;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn; 
Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Hunt,  Alex  T. 
EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J,  EOP/OMB 

Re;  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 


Best, 

Sharon 


Sent  from  my  iPhone 


On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  7:09  PM,  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO  < 


^v/MO.eQp.gov>  wrote: 


Thank  you  all  .[^ 


From:  Jones,  Diane  <Diane.Jones@pd.eov> 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  7:08  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  cSharon  Mar@omb.eQp  gov>;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 
<Ftizabetr  McFaddeng)ed.fiov>:  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO 


iQJwho.eop.H.ov>:  Ray, 


Paul  J.  EOP/OMB  <PaulJ.Rav@Qmb.eQP.gQv>;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO 

|pwho.eop.gov>:  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB  clohn  W.Grav(^Qmb.eop.gov>:  Riemer, 


Jeffrey  (Justin)  <Jeffrev.Rtemer@ecj.gov>:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 

J(<^who.eop.gov> 


Cc:  Brickman,  Michael  <Mtchaet.Bnckman@ed  gov>:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hitarv.Malawef@ed  kqv>: 
Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann(a)ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa  <A)isa.Lahev(Ped.gov>:  Eitel,  Robert 
<RQbert.Litelgi»ed>gov>;  Mahaffie,  Lynn  <<:  vnn  Mahaffie@ed.jSQv>;  Weisman,  Annmarie 
<Annmarie.Welsmang>ed.gQV>:  Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <03rbar3.Hoblitzell(Qed.gQv>:  Siegel,  Brian 
<&rian,Siegel@ed.eQv>:  Hong,  Caroline  <Carol)ne  HonegHed  >;ov> 

Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 
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Thanks, 

Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [mallto:Sharon  Mafg)omb.eop.gov1 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  4:08  PM 
To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Brickman,  Michael;  Jones,  Diane;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert; 
Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 
Subject:  Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) _ 


Thanks, 

Sharon 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  4:02  PM,  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth  McFaddenLd)Hd.807>  wrote: 
Adding  others  in  OGC. 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  3:47  PM,  Brickman,  Michael  <Mtchael.Bf  (ckman(ged.gQV>  wrote: 


From:  Jones,  Diane 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  3:27  PM 

To:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth; 
Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa 

Cc:  Eitel,  Robert;  Brickman,  Michael;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman, 
Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara 

Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13 
from  ED) 
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Thanks, 

Diane 

From:  Malawer,  Hilary 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  2:39  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth; 
Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa 

Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13 
from  ED) 

Looping  in  Alisa  because  I  am  on  leave  through  7-23.  Thanks. 

Hilary 

From:  Jones,  Diane 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  2:01  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Malaiwer,  Hilary; 
Amann,  Amanda 

Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13 
from  ED) 

[ini - 1 


Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  fmailto:ShafQn  Mar(5)omb.eop.eov1 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  1:54  PM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda 

Cc:  Jones,  Diane 

Subject:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13 
from  ED) 

Elizabeth  and  Hilary. 
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Thanks, 

Sharon 

Sharon  Mar 

Senior  Advisor  to  the  Deputy  Administrator 
OMB|Office  of  Information  and  Regulatory  Affairs 
Tel:  202.395.6466  Fax:  202.395.5167 1  smar(a)omb. eop.gov 


pVERSIGHT 


4 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000004 

EOIM)173(M^04Uun19. 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 


Subject: 


Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Tuesday  July  17,  2018  9:41  PM 
Jones,  Diane 

Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray, 
Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey 
(Justin);  Brickman,  Michael;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert; 
Mahaffle,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline; 
Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J,  EOP/OMB 
Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 


Thanks  for  the  clarification  Diane. 


Sharon 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  9:32  PM,  Jones,  Diane  <Oiane.JOTtes^ed.aov>  wrote: 
Hi  Sharon, 

Thanks  for  your  guidance  on  process. 

EBi - 


Diane  ,  j‘ 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [niailtc'i3h^rori  Mariaomb.eoo.gov1 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  8:26  PM 
To:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 

Cc:  Jones,  Diane;  McFadden,  Elizabeth,  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad, 
Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  Brickman,  Michael;  Malawer, 
Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell, 
Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

Thank  you  Diane  &  team  for  quickly  turning  this  around.  [" ' 
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Best, 

Sharon 


Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17, 2018,  at  7:09  PM,  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO I  l(Swho.eop.eov>  wrote: 


Thank  you  all.  r;' 


: 


From:  Jones,  Diane  <Dt3neJonest®ed.eov> 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17, 2018  7:08  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon  Mar(a>omb.eoD.gov>:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 
<Elizabeth.McFadden(.Sed.eov>:  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO 


Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO 


|aiwho.eoD.eov>:  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB  <Paul.J.Rav(S)omb.eop.gov>: 

|f5)who.eOD.gov>:  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB 


<John.W.Grav@oim  (;op.r  3v>;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  {Justin)  <Jeffrev.Riemer(g>ed.eov>: 


{a)who.eop.gov> 


Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 
Cc:  Brickman,  Michael  <Michael.Brickman(S)ed.eov>:  Malawer,  Hilary 
<hllarv,Malawer@ed,gov/>:  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.gov>:  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Alisa.Lahev@ed.gov>:  Eitel,  Robert  <RobertEitel(5)ed.gov>:  Mahaffie,  Lynn 
<^vnivMahaffie@ed.gov>:  Weisman,  Annmarie  <Annmarie.Weismangi)ed.goi^'>: 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Barbara.Hoblitzell(S»ed.gov>:  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Siegel@ed.eov>: 
Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong@ed.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 


Thanks, 

Diane 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  fmallto;Sharon  Martgiomb.eoo.govl 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  4:08  PM 
To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Brickman,  Michael;  Jones,  Diane;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa; 
Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian; 
Hong,  Caroline 

Subject:  Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

m - 
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Sharon 
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Sent  from  my  iPhone 


On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  4:02  PM,  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Fllzabeth.McFadden(5)ed.eov> 
wrote: 


Adding  others  in  OGC. 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  3:47  PM,  Brickman,  Michael 
<Michael.Brickman(5)ed.gov>  wrote: 


From:  Jones,  Diane 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  3:27  PM 

To:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB; 

McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa 

Cc:  Eitel,  Robert;  Brickman,  Michael;  Mahaffie,  Lynn; 

Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara 

Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on 

BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 


Thanks, 

Diane 
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From:  Malawer,  Hilary 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  2:39  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden, 

Elizabeth;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa 

Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on 

BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

Looping  in  Alisa  because  I  am  on  leave  through  7-23. 
Thanks. 

Hilary 

From:  Jones,  Diane 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  2:01  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth; 

Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda 

Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on 

BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 


Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB 
fmailtoiSharon  MartSomb.eop.eovl 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  1:54  PM 

To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann, 

Amanda 

Cc:  Jones,  Diane 

Subject:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD 
(version  7/13  from  ED) 

Elizabeth  and  Hilary, 

Please  find  the  remaining  comments  below: 

EVI - 
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Sharon 

Sharon  Mar 

Senior  Advisor  to  the  Deputy  Administrator 
0MB I  Office  of  Information  and  Regulatory  Affairs 
-  '  Tel:  202.395.64661  Fax: 

202.395.5167  lsmar@omb.eQP.gov 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 


Subject: 


Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  10:48  PM 
Jones,  Diane 

Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray, 
Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey 
(Justin);  Brickman,  Michael;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert; 
Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline; 
Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB 
Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 


Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17, 2018,  at  9:50  PM,  Jones,  Diane  <Dtane,Jones^f?d^ov'>  wrote: 


Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  fmaillo:Sharori  Martaomb.coo  govi 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  9:41  PM 
To:  Jones,  Diane 

Cc:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray,  Paul  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  Brickman, 
Michael;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman, 
Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J. 
EOP/OMB 

Subject:  Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

Thanks  for  the  clarification  Diane. 


Sharon 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17, 2018,  at  9:32  PM,  Jones,  Diane  <l'<iantf.Jone.s(Sied,eQv>  wrote: 
Hi  Sharon, 

lOTi - 
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Thanks, 

Diane 

From:  Mar^  Sharon  M,  EOP/OMB  fmalltoiSharon  Mar^omb.eoo.govl 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  8:26  PM 
To:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 

Cc:  Jones,  Diane;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray,  Paul  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin); 
Brickman,  Michael;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert; 
Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline; 
Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB 

Subject:  Re;  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 


Best, 

Sharon 


Sent  from  my  iPhone 


Qn  Jul  17.  2Q18.  af  7:09  PM,  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 

>^who.eo(.>..-:'V>  wrote: 


Thank  you  all.r  I 

From:  Jones,  Diane  <Diane.Jonesi5)ed.gov> 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  7:08  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <$haron  Mar(flJomb.eop.gQv>: 

McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth.McFadden{ged  eov/>;  Menashi,  Steven 
J.  EOP/WHO  r  lawho.eoP-eQv>:  Rav.  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB 

<PaulJ.Ravg)omb.eop,gQv>:  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO 
^  ^whQ>eQp,fiQv>:  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB 

<jQhn.W. GravPomb.eQp.gov>;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin) 

<Jeffrev.RiemerPed  eov>:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 
Ipwho  eQp,gov> 
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Cc:  Brickman,  Michael  <Michael.Brickmang)ed.Eov>:  Malawer,  Hilary 
<Hilarv  Mal3werg)eci,gov>;  Amann,  Amanda 
<Amanda.AmannPed.gQv>:  Lahey,  Alisa  <AI(salahev(cDed.gos/>;  Eitel, 
Robert  <Robert.Eitel(Sed.gov>;  Mahaffie,  Lynn 
<Lvnn.M3haff1e@ed.gov>:  Weisman,  Annmarie 
<Annmafie.Weisman@ed.6Qv>:  Hoblitzell,  Barbara 
<Barbar3.HQbliUell@)ed.gov>:  Siegel,  Brian  <Sr)an.Siefiel@eil  gov>: 
Hong,  Caroline  <C3roline.Hong(5)ed.gQv> 

Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13 
from  ED) 


Thanks. 

Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  fmailto'.Sharon  Mar@QmD.eoo>gQv1 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  4:08  PM 
To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Brickman,  Michael;  Jones,  Diane;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda; 
Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie; 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 
Subject:  Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13 
from  ED) _ 


Thanks, 

Sharon 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  4:02  PM,  McFadden,  Elizabeth 
<Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov>  wrote: 

Adding  others  in  OGC. 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  3:47  PM,  Brickman,  Michael 
<Mtchael.Brickman@ed.gov>  wrote: 
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From:  Jones,  Diane 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  3:27  PM 
To:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Mar,  Sharon  M. 
EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth; 
Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa 
Cc:  Eitel,  Robert;  Brickman,  Michael; 
Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie; 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara 
Subject:  RE:  Remaining 
EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD 
(version  7/13  from  ED) 


Thanks, 

Diane 

From:  Malawer,  Hilary 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  2:39  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane;  Mar,  Sharon  M. 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000014 

EO  UJJUn  1« 
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EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth; 
Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa 
Subject:  RE:  Remaining 
EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD 
(version  7/13  from  ED) 

Looping  in  Alisa  because  I  am  on  leave 
through  7-23.  Thanks. 

Hilary 

From:  Jones,  Diane 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  2:01  PM 
To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB; 
McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Malawer,  Hilary; 
Amann,  Amanda 
Subject:  RE:  Remaining 
EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD 
(version  7/13  from  ED) 


Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB 
[mailto:Sharon  MarPomb.eop.eov] 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  1:54  PM 
To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Malawer, 
Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda 
Cc:  Jones,  Diane 

Subject:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency 
comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from 
ED) 

Elizabeth  and  Hilary, 

Please  find  the  remaining  comments 
below: 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000015 


3) 


Diane. 


Thanks, 

Sharon 

Sharon  Mar 

Senior  Advisor  to  the  Deputy 
Administrator 

0MB I  Office  of  Information  and 
Regulatory  Affairs 
Tel:  202395.6466  Fax: 
202.395.5167 1  smar(^omb.eop.RQV 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000016 

EOIM)173(Vf 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 


Subject: 

Attachments: 


Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO  <. 


@who.eop.gov> 


Tuesday  July  17,  2018  11:58  PM 
Jones,  Diane;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB 

McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert 
T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  Brickman,  Michael; 
Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman, 
Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB; 
Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB 

RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

BDReg  Responses  to  Comments  7.17.18pass  to  WHC.whco.docx 


I31F- 


From:  Jones,  Diane 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  10:51  PM 
To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB 

Cc:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO  ;  McFadden,  Elizabeth ;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO  ;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB ;  Goad, 
Robert  T.  EOP/WHO ;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB ;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin) ;  Brickman,  Michael ;  Malawer,  Hilary ;  Amann, 
Amanda  ;  Lahey,  Alisa  ;  Eitel,  Robert ;  Mahaffie,  Lynn  ;  Weisman,  Annmarie ;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara ;  Siegel,  Brian  ;  Hong, 
Caroline ;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB ;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

Thanks,  we  can  take  another  look  tomorrow  as  well  to  see  if  there  is  a  better  way  to  explain  our  concern. 

Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov] 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  10:48  PM 
To:  Jones,  Diane 

Cc:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad, 
Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  Brickman,  Michael;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann, 
Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong, 
Caroline;  Hunt,  AlexT.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

I  will  defer  to  my  budget  colleagues  who  raised  the  issue. 


Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  9:50  PM,  Jones,  Diane  <DianeJonesv^ed.gqv>  wrote: 


PVersIght 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000017 

ED  iw)ir3(w=ooir(juii  iS) 


PBT 


Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  (mailto.Sharon  MarfSomb.eop.eov1 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17, 2018  9:41  PM 
To:  Jones,  Diane 

Cc:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray,  Paul  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  Brickman, 
Michael;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman, 
Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Hunt,  AlexT.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J. 
EOP/OMB 

Subject:  Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

Thanks  for  the  clarification  Diane. 


Sharon 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17, 2018,  at  9:32  PM,  Jones,  Diane  <Diane.Jone5(q'ed.eov>  wrote: 
Hi  Sharon, 

Thanks  for  your  guidance  on  process 

IBB! - 


Thanks, 

Diane 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000018 

EO  18-01730.F  0018  (Jun  19) 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  f>nailto:$haron  MarOonib.eop.govI 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  8:26  PM 
To:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 

Cc:  Jones,  Diane;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray,  Paul  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin); 
Brickman,  Michael;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert; 
Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline; 
Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB 

Subject:  Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

Thank  you  Diane  &  team  for  quickly  turning  this  around.  To  ensure  for  the  smoothest 
process  moving  forward  give  the  time  considerations  I  would  recommend  the  following: 

1)  WHC-  Please  highlight  your  edits  in  this  version  by  tonight  for  Ed's  consideration. 

2)  ED-  Once  WHC  comments  have  been  incorporated,  please  highlight  ALL 
comments/changes  that  were  specific  to  this  latest  round  of  passback.  This  will  help 
focus  reviewers  tomorrow  to  only  those  remaining  items  and  not  litigate  new  items  that 
have  not  been  previously  raised. 


Once  we  received  Ed's  final  version  we  can  quickly  turn  It  around  for  one  last  review  to 
ensure  that  all  issues  have  been  adequately  addressed.!^ 


Best, 


Sharon 


Sent  from  my  IPhone 

OnJul  17,  2018,  at  7:09  PM,  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 
<j""  |ir/.>who.eQO.gov>  wrote: 

Thank  you  all,  I  will  incorporate  and  flip  back  tonight. 


PVERSIGHT 


From:  Jones,  Diane  <Oi2neJones<S>ed.eov> 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  7:08  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon  Mar(Somb.eop.gov>: 

McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Eli2abeth.McFaddengied  g.ov>;  Menashi,  Steven 

J.  EOP/WHO  <[ .  i(5iwho.eoo.aov>:  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB 

<P3ul  J,Rav(ciiomb.eop.eov>:  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO 
<r"‘  llS>who.eoD.Eov>:  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB 

<John.W.Grav(S)omb.eoo.eov>;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin) 
<.leffrev.RiemertS>ed.gov>:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 


(oiwho  eoij 


Cc:  Brickman,  Michael  <Michael.Brickmania)ed.eov>:  Malawer,  Hilary 
<Hilarv  Malawerg>ed  eov>:  Amann,  Amanda 
<Amanda  Amann(3>ed.p.ov>:  Lahey,  Alisa  <AI(sa.Ldhevfc0ed.eov>:  Eitel, 
Robert  <Robeft.Eitel(aed  Kovy>:  Mahaffie,  Lynn 
<Lvnfi.MahaffiegPed.eov>:  Weisman,  Annmarie 
<Aiinmarie.Wei5man(S)ed.gov>:  Hoblitzell,  Barbara 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000019 

ED  18-01730.F  0019  (Jon  19) 


PVERSIGHT 


<Barbara.Hoblitzell@ed.gov>:  Siegel,  Brian  <Brian.Sieeel(S)ed.gQv>: 
Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline,HQnK(ged  eov> 

Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13 
from  ED) 


Here  is  the  most  recent  version  of  the  draft,  with  responses  to  the 
comments  we  received  earlier  as  well  as  the  changes  we  negotiated 


Thanks, 

Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [inailtoiSharon  MarPomb.eQggovI 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  4:08  PM 
To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Brickman,  Michael;  Jones,  Diane;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda; 
Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie; 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 
Subject:  Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13 
from  ED) 

Should  I  wait  until  a  revised  version  incorporating  the  other  comments 
is  sent  before  sending  back  to  reviewers  so  we  have  version  control? 

Thanks, 

Sharon 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  4:02  PM,  McFadden,  Elizabeth 
<Elirabeth.McFaddenca)ed.eov>  wrote: 

Adding  others  in  OGC. 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  3:47  PM,  Brickman,  Michael 
<Mlchael.Bnckmaii@ed.gQv>  wrote: 

Thank  you,  Diane.  Annmarie  and  Lynn 
are  working  to  combine  these  edits 
with  proposed  responses  to  the  other 
agency  comments.  They  will  send  those 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000020 

ED  18^1730-F  0020  {Juo  19) 


along  with  any  clarifying  questions 
around  shortly.  I 


tiiit 


From:  Jones,  Diane 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  3:27  PM 
To:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Mar,  Sharon  M. 
EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth; 
Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa 
Cc:  Eitel,  Robert;  Brickman,  Michael; 
Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie; 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara 
Subject:  RE:  Remaining 
EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD 
(version  7/13  from  ED) 

Attached  please  find  the  BD  NPRM  with 
the  two  changes  I  discussed  with  Paul. 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000021 

ED  18-01 730-F  0021  (Jun  19) 


Thanks, 

Diane 

From:  Malawer,  Hilary 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  2:39  PM 
To:  Jones,  Diane;  Mar,  Sharon  M. 
EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth; 
Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa 
Subject:  RE:  Remaining 
EOP/lnteragency  comments  on  BD 
(version  7/13  from  ED) 


Looping  in  Alisa  because  I  am  on  leave 
through  7-23,  Thanks 

Hilary 

From:  Jones,  Diane 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  2:01  PM 
To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB; 
McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Malawer,  Hilary; 
Amann,  Amanda 
Subject:  RE:  Remaining 
EOP/lnteragency  comments  on  BD 
(version  7/13  from  ED) 

I'm  working  on  the  fix  to  the  DOJ 
comments  and  will  send  for  review 
shortly. 

Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB 
[  nailto.Sharori  Vidrtaiomb.eop.eovl 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  1:54  PM 
To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Malawer, 
Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda 
Cc:  Jones,  Diane 

Subject:  Remaining  EOP/lnteragency 
comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from 
ED) 

Elizabeth  and  Hilary. 

Please  find  the  remaining  comments 
below. 


p\?ERSiGHT 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000022 

ED  18-01730-F  0022  (Juo  19) 


FhST 


Thanks, 

Sharon 


Sharon  Mar 

Senior  Advisor  to  the  Deputy 
Administrator 


pVERSIGHT 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000023 

ED  18^1730-F  0023  (Jun  19) 


OMBi  Office  of  Information  and 
Regulatory  Affairs 
Tel:  202,395.64661  Fax: 

202.395.51671sniar@omb.eop.gov 


ED  19) 


3age  0025 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000025 


Page  0026 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000026 


Page  0027 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000027 


3age  0028 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000028 


Page  0029 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000029 


3age0030 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000030 


3age  0031 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000031 


3age  0032 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000032 


Page  0033 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000033 


Page  0034 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000034 


Page  0035 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000035 


Page  0036 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000036 


Page  0037 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000037 


3age0038 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000038 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000039 


Page  0040 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000040 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000041 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000042 


withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000043 


Page  0044 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000044 


3age  0045 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000045 


3age  0046 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000046 


3age  0047 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000047 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000048 


Page  0049 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000049 


Page  0050 

iiVithhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000050 


^age  0051 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000051 


3age  0052 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000052 


3age0053 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000053 


3age0054 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000054 


3age  0055 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000055 


Page  0056 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000056 


Page  0057 

iiMthheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000057 


Page  0058 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000058 


3age  0059 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000059 


3age0060 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000060 


3age  0061 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000061 


Page  0062 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000062 


i^age  0063 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000063 


3age0064 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000064 


Page  0065 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000065 


Page  0066 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000066 


3age0067 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000067 


Page  0068 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000068 


Page  0069 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000069 


3age  0070 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000070 


3age  0071 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000071 


=age  0072 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000072 


Page  0073 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000073 


Page  0074 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000074 


3age  0075 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000075 


3age  0076 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000076 


Page  0077 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000077 


3age  0078 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000078 


3age  0079 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000079 


3age  0080 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000080 


Page  0061 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000081 


^age  0082 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000082 


Page  0083 

mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000083 


Page  0084 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000084 


Page  0085 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000085 


Page  0086 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000086 


3age  0087 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000087 


Page  0088 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000088 


Page  0089 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000089 


Page  OOdO 

iiMthheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000090 


3age  0091 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000091 


Page  0092 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000092 


Page  0093 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000093 


3age  0094 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000094 


Page  0095 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000095 


Page  00d6 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000096 


Page  0097 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000097 


3age  0098 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000098 


Page  0099 

iiMthheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000099 


3age  0100 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000100 


3age  0101 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000101 


Page  0102 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000102 


Page  0103 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000103 


3age  0104 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000104 


3age  0105 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000105 


Page  0106 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000106 


Page  0107 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000107 


3age  0108 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000108 


3age  0109 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000109 


3age0110 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-0001 10 


Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-0001 1 1 


3age0112 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-0001 12 


3age0113 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-0001 13 


Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-0001 14 


3age0115 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-0001 15 


Page  0116 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-0001 16 


3age0117 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-0001 17 


3age0118 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-0001 18 


3age0119 

Mhhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-0001 19 


3age  0120 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000120 


^age  0121 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000121 


3age  0122 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000122 


Page  0123 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000123 


3age  0124 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000124 


3age  0125 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000125 


3age  0126 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000126 


Page  0127 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000127 


Page  0128 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000128 


Page  0129 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000129 


3age  0130 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000130 


^age  0131 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000131 


3age  0132 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000132 


Page  0133 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000133 


Page  0134 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000134 


3age  0135 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000135 


3age  0136 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000136 


Page  0137 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000137 


3age  0138 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000138 


3age  0139 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000139 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000140 


Mhhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000141 


withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000142 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000143 


mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000144 


Page  0145 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000145 


Page  0146 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000146 


3age  0147 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000147 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000148 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000149 


3age  0150 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000150 


3age  0151 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000151 


Page  0152 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000152 


Page  0153 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000153 


3age  0154 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000154 


3age  0155 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000155 


3age  0156 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000156 


Page  0157 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000157 


3age  0158 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000158 


3age  0159 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000159 


Page  0160 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000160 


3age  0161 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000161 


3age  0162 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000162 


3age  0163 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000163 


3age  0164 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000164 


3age  0165 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000165 


3age  0166 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000166 


Page  0167 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000167 


Page  0168 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000168 


3age  0169 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000169 


Page  0170 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000170 


Page  0171 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000171 


3age0172 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000172 


Page  0173 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000173 


Page  0174 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000174 


Page  0175 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000175 


Page  0176 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000176 


:3age0177 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000177 


3age0178 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000178 


3age0179 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000179 


Page  0180 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000180 


Page  0161 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000181 


Page  0182 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000182 


3age  0183 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000183 


Page  0184 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000184 


3age  0185 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000185 


Page  0186 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000186 


Page  0187 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000187 


3age  0188 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000188 


Page  0189 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000189 


3age  0190 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000190 


3age  0191 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000191 


Page  0192 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000192 


Page  0193 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000193 


Page  0194 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000194 


Page  0195 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000195 


3age  0196 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000196 


Page  0197 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000197 


Page  0198 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000198 


3age  0199 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000199 


3age  0200 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000200 


=age  0201 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000201 


Page  0202 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000202 


Page  0203 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000203 


3age  0204 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000204 


Page  0205 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000205 


Page  0206 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000206 


3age  0207 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000207 


Page  0208 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000208 


Page  0209 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000209 


3age0210 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000210 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-00021 1 


Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000212 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000213 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000214 


Page  0215 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000215 


3age0216 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000216 


Page  0217 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000217 


withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000218 


withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000219 


=age  0220 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000220 


Page  0221 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000221 


3age  0222 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000222 


3age  0223 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000223 


3age  0224 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000224 


3age  0225 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000225 


Page  0226 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000226 


Page  0227 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000227 


3age  0228 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000228 


3age  0229 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000229 


3age  0230 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000230 


Page  0231 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000231 


Page  0232 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000232 


=age  0233 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000233 


3age  0234 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000234 


Page  0235 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000235 


Page  0236 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000236 


Page  0237 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000237 


3age  0238 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000238 


Page  0239 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000239 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000240 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000241 


withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000242 


Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000243 


withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000244 


=age  0245 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000245 


Page  0246 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000246 


3age  0247 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000247 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000248 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000249 


3age  0250 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000250 


i^age  0251 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000251 


3age  0252 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000252 


3age  0253 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000253 


Page  0254 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000254 


Page  0255 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000255 


Page  0256 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000256 


3age  0257 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000257 


3age0258 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000258 


Page  0259 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000259 


3age  0260 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000260 


3age  0261 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000261 


Page  0262 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000262 


Page  0263 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000263 


3age  0264 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000264 


3age  0265 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000265 


3age  0266 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000266 


3age  0267 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000267 


Page  0268 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000268 


Page  0269 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000269 


Page  0270 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000270 


Page  0271 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000271 


Page  0272 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000272 


Page  0273 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000273 


3age  0274 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000274 


Page  0275 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000275 


Page  0276 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000276 


Page  0277 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000277 


Page  0278 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000278 


Page  0279 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000279 


Page  0280 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000280 


^age  0281 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000281 


Page  0282 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000282 


Page  0283 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000283 


Page  0284 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000284 


3age  0285 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000285 


Page  0286 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000286 


Page  0287 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000287 


3age  0288 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000288 


Page  0289 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000289 


Page  0290 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000290 


3age  0291 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000291 


3age  0292 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000292 


3age  0293 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000293 


3age  0294 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000294 


Page  0295 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000295 


Page  0296 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000296 


Page  0297 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000297 


3age  0298 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000298 


Page  0299 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000299 


3age  0300 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000300 


Page  0301 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000301 


3age  0302 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000302 


Page  0303 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000303 


3age  0304 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000304 


Page  0305 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000305 


Page  0306 

iiMthheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000306 


Page  0307 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000307 


Page  0308 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000308 


Page  0309 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000309 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000310 


Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-00031 1 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000312 


Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000313 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000314 


3age0315 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000315 


3age0316 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000316 


Page  0317 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000317 


withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000318 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000319 


^age  0320 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000320 


3age  0321 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000321 


3age  0322 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000322 


Page  0323 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000323 


Page  0324 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000324 


Page  0325 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000325 


3age  0326 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000326 


Page  0327 

lA/ithheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000327 


Page  0328 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000328 


Page  0329 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000329 


3age  0330 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000330 


Page  0331 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000331 


Page  0332 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000332 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 


Subject: 


Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO  <P  |^@who.eop.QQv> 

Wednesday,  July  18,  2018  6:31  AM 
Jones,  Diane 

Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray, 
Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey 
(Justin);  Brickman,  Michael;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert; 
Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline; 
Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB 
Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 


I  am  happy  to  get  on  the  phone  with  DOJ  about  this  to  facilitate,  Paul.  Just  let  me  know. 
Sent  from  my  iPhone 


On  Jul  18,  2018,  at  12:27  AM,  Jones,  Diane  <D»anL»  Jone.s@ed j?ov>  wrote: 


Hi  Jennifer, 

These  are  really  helpful  edits  -  thanks  so  much  for  your  help  with  this.  We  will  turn  It  around  tomorrow 
and  get  it  back  to  OIRA.  We  will  double  check  the  numbering  in  the  reg  check  as  we  do  our  final  clean 


up. 

Paul,  will  you  notify  DOJ  of  WHCO's  changes?  I  hope  that  WHCO's  edits  are  the  final  word  on  this  as  we 
don't  have  more  time  to  go  back  and  forth  with  DOJ 
Thanks,  again,  and  now  get  some  sleep! 

Diane 


From:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO  fmailto: 


(gwho.eop.Rovl 


Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  11:58  PM 
To:  Jones,  Diane;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB 

Cc:  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T. 
EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  Brickman,  Michael;  Malawer,  Hilary; 
Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara; 
Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

Please  see  the  attached,  which  incorporates  WHCO's  substantive  comments  into  the  latest  turn  from 
ED.  ED*  you'll  notice  that  I  flagged  an  Issue  about  the  numbering  in  the  BD  section  of  the  regs.  I  think  a 
change  in  the  latest  passback  may  have  messed  up  the  numbering,  so  we  should  pay  close  attention  to 
cross  references  as  we  move  toward  a  final  version.  Please  keep  me  in  the  loop  tomorrow  as  we  try  to 
finalize  this. 


From:  Jones,  Diane  <Diane  Jonesg)ed.eov> 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  10:51  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon  Mar<g>omb.ecp.Eov> 

Cc:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO  <r^  l^who.eoo.Rov>:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

<Elizabeth.McfaddenPed.eov>:  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO  |c^whQ.eop.gov>:  Ray, 

Paul  J.  EOP/OMB  <Paul,l  Rav@omb.eQp.gov>;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO 

<r'"*  |^who.eop.fiov>:  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB  <jQhn.W.Grav(a)Qmb.eQP.gQv>:  Riemer, 

Jeffrey  (Justin)  <Jefffev.Riemer@ed.gov>:  Brickman,  Michael  <Michael.Brickinan@ed.gov>;  Malawer, 
Hilary  <Hilarv.Malawer@ed.gov>;  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amanni,a>ed.gov>:  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Alisa.Lahev@ed.gQv>:  Eitel,  Robert  <Robert,Eitel@ed.gov>:  Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lynn.lVlahaffie@ed.gov>; 
Weisman,  Annmarie  <Annmafle.Weisman@ed.gov>:  Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Barbara.Hoblitzell@ed.go  .>: 


pVERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000333 

EO  1W>ir30-F  0333  (Jun  19) 


Siegel,  Brian  <9rian.SieeeUaed.eov>:  Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Honfi(S>ed.EQv>:  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB 
<Aie)<ander  T.  Hunt(5)cmb.eop  rov>:  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB 
<DQminic  J  Mancini@omb.eop.eov> 

Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 


Thanks, p 

BKSi 

unm? — 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [mallto:Sharon  MarPomb.eoo.govI 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  10:48  PM 
To:  Jones,  Diane 

Cc:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray,  Paul  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  Brickman, 
Michael;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman, 
Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J. 
EOP/OMB 

Subject:  Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

I  will  defer  to  my  budget  colleagues  who  raised  the  issue. 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17, 2018,  at  9:50  PM,  Jones,  Diane  <Ciiane.jQne5<aied.eo\>  wrote: 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  f  nailto  Sharon  Mar(S)omb.eop.aL  1 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  9:41  PM 
To:  Jones,  Diane 

Cc:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO; 
Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer, 
Jeffrey  (Justin);  Brickman,  Michael;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel, 
Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong, 
Caroline;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 
Thanks  for  the  clarification  Diane. 


Sharon 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  9:32  PM,  Jones,  Diane  <Diane.Jones(a>ed.gov>  wrote: 

Hi  Sharon, 

Thanks  lor  your  guidance  on  process 

!|S! - 

2 

ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000334 

ED  18^1730.F  0334  (Juo  19) 


PVERSIGHT 


fhanlcs. 

Diane 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailio  Sharon  Marg^omb  eQo.gov/l 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  8:26  PM 
To:  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 

Cc:  Jones,  Diane;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO; 
Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W. 
EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  Brickman,  Michael;  Malawer,  Hilary; 
Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman, 
Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Hunt,  Alex 
T.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB 

Subject:  Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on  BD  (version  7/13 
from  ED) 

Thank  you  Diane  8i  team  for  quickly  turning  this  around.  To  ensure  for 
the  smoothest  process  moving  forward  give  the  time  considerations  I 
would  recommend  the  following: 

1)  WHC-  Please  highlight  your  edits  in  this  version  by  tonight  for  Ed's 
consideration. 

2)  ED-  Once  WHC  comments  have  been  incorporated,  please  highlight 
ALL  comments/changes  that  were  specific  to  this  latest  round  of 
passback.  This  will  help  focus  reviewers  tomorrow  to  only  those 
remaining  items  and  not  litigate  new  Items  that  have  not  been 
previously  raised. 

Once  we  received  Ed's  final  version  we  can  quickly  turn  it  around  for 
one  last  review  to  ensure  that  all  issues  have  been  adequately 
addressed/*^ 


Best, 

Sharon 


Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  7:09  PM,  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 
<f’  Ktt^who.eop.jZov>  wrote: 

Thank  you  all.  I  will  incorporate  and  flip  back  tonighr 

From:  Jones,  Diane  <Diane.JDnes@ed.eov> 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  7:08  PM 

3 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000335 

ED  18^1730-F  0335  {Jon  19) 


To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB 
<SharQri  Marfliomh  eop.eov>:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 
<Elizabeth.McPaddenPed.eov>:  Menashi,  Steven  J. 
EOP/WHO  l(f^'who.eop.gov>:  Ray,  Paul 

J.  EOP/OMB  <Pa^l.J.Rav(aomb■eoo.eo^'>:  Goad,  Robert 
T.  EOP/WHO  ^ 


(5)who.eoo.gov>:  Gray, 


John  W.  EOP/OMB  <John.W.Grav^omb.eop.gov>: 
Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin)  <Jeffrev.Riemer(S)ed.eov>: 
Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 
<{'"  l(.ojwho.eop.gov> 

Cc:  Brickman,  Michael  <Mtchael  Brickman(5ied.gov>: 
Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilarv.Mal3wer<S)ed.gov>:  Amann, 
Amanda  <Aman<ia. Amann (:5ed.£ov>:  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Ali5a.Lahev(5)ed.eov>:  Eitel,  Robert 
<Robert,Eitel(S>ed.aov>:  Mahaffie,  Lynn 
<Lvnn.Mahaffie(Sjed.gov>:  Weisman,  Annmarie 
<Annmarie  WeismanfSed  eov>:  Hoblitzell,  Barbara 
<Barbara.HobliUell(u>ed  eov>:  Siegel,  Brian 
<6ri3n,Siegel(Sed.gov>:  Hong,  Caroline 
<Caroline.Hon>;(Sied.eov> 

Subject:  RE:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on 
BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

Here  is  the  most  recent  version  of  the  draft,  with 
responses  to  the  comments  we  received  earlier  as  well 
as  the  changes  we  negotiated  with  Paul,  ^ 


Thanks, 

Diane 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB 
fmailto  Sharon  MartSomb  eoo  gov] 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17,  2018  4:08  PM 
To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Brickman,  Michael;  Jones,  Diane;  Malawer,  Hilary; 
Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie, 
Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel, 
Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 

Subject:  Re:  Remaining  EOP/Interagency  comments  on 
BD  (version  7/13  from  ED) 

Should  I  wait  until  a  revised  version  incorporating  the 
other  comments  is  sent  before  sending  back  to 
reviewers  so  we  have  version  control? 

Thanks, 


PVERSIGHT 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000336 

ED  18^1730-F  0336  (Jun  19) 


Sharon 


Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  4:02  PM,  McFadden,  Elizabeth 
<Eli23beth  McFadden(5?ed.fiQv>  wrote: 

Adding  others  in  OGC. 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  17,  2018,  at  3:47  PM,  Brickman, 
Michael  <Michael.Brickmang>ed.gcv> 
wrote: 


Thank  you,  Diane. 
Annmarie  and  Lynn  are 
working  to  combine 
these  edits  with 
proposed  responses  to 
the  other  agency 
comments.  They  will 
send  those  along  with 
any  clarifying  questions 
around  shortly, 

KB - - 


From:  Jones,  Diane 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17, 
2018  3:27  PM 
To:  Malawer,  Hilary; 
Mar,  Sharon  M. 
EOP/OMB;  McFadden, 
Elizabeth;  Amann, 
Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa 
Cc:  Eitel,  Robert; 
Brickman,  Michael; 
Mahaffie,  Lynn; 
Weisman,  Annmarie; 
Hoblitzell,  Barbara 
Subject:  RE:  Remaining 
EOP/Interagency 
comments  on  BD 
(version  7/13  from  ED) 


pVERSIGHT 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000337 

ED  18-01730.F  0337  (Jun  19) 


Attached  please  find 
the  BD  NPRM  with  the 
two  changes  I  discussed 
with  Paul. 

BSS) - 


I  1^”^:  *•,  ? 


pVERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000338 

EO  1M1730-F  0338  (Jwi  19) 


pVERSIGHT 


Thanks, 

Diane 

From:  Malawer,  Hilary 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17, 
2018  2:39  PM 
To:  Jones,  Diane;  Mar, 
Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB; 
McFadden,  Elizabeth; 
Amann,  Amanda; 

Lahey,  Alisa 

Subject:  RE;  Remaining 
EOP/Interagency 
comments  on  BD 
(version  7/13  from  ED) 
Looping  in  Alisa 
because  I  am  on  leave 
through  7-23.  Thanks. 
Hilary 

From:  Jones,  Diane 
Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17, 
2018  2:01  PM 
To:  Mar,  Sharon  M. 
EOP/OMB;  McFadden, 
Elizabeth;  Malawer, 
Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda 
Subject:  RE:  Remaining 
EOP/Interagency 
comments  on  BD 
(version  7/13  from  ED) 
I'm  working  on  the  fix 
to  the  DOJ  comments 
and  will  send  for  review 
shortly. 

Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M. 
EOP/OMB 

fm3ilto:Sharon  Mariaio 

mb  eop  Kov) 

Sent:  Tuesday,  July  17, 
2018  1;S4  PM 
To:  McFadden, 
Elizabeth;  Malawer, 
Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda 
Cc:  Jones,  Diane 
Subject:  Remaining 
EOP/Interagency 
comments  on  BD 
(version  7/13  from  ED) 
Elizabeth  and  Hilary. 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000339 

ED  18-01 730.F  0339  (Jun  19) 


pVERSiGHT 


Please  find  the 
remaining  comments 


8 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000340 

ED  18^1730-F  0340  (Jun  19) 


9 


pVERSlGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000341 

ED  1M1730-F  0341  (Jur  19) 


Iw5r 


Thanks, 

Sharon 
Sharon  Mar 
Senior  Advisor  to  the 
Deputy  Administrator 
OMBlOffice  of 
Information  and 
Regulatory  Affairs 
Tel:  202.395.64661  Fax: 
202.395.5167 1  smar^ 
mb.eop.gov 


pVERSIGHT 


10 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000342 

ED  18^)1 730-F  0342  <Jun  19) 


From: 

Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Sent: 

Wednesday,  July  18,  2018  4:52  PM 

To: 

Brickman,  Michael;  Jones,  Diane;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO; 

Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W,  EOP/OMB;  Riemer, 
Jeffrey  (Justin);  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 

Cc: 

Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman, 
Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 

Subject: 

RE:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 

Attachments: 

BDReg  Responses  to  Comments  7.17.18pass  to  WHC.whco  +  FPB.DOCX 

Michael. 

Sharon 


From:  Brickman,  Michael  <Michael.Brickman@ed.gov> 

Sent:  Wednesday,  July  18,  2018  4:37  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane  <DianeJones@ed.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 
<Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov>;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO  <f^ 


EOP/OMB  <PaulJ.Ray@omb.eop.gov>;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO  <f^ 


@who.eop.gov>;  Ray,  Paul  J. 
3@who.eop.gov>;  Gray,  John  W. 


EOP/OMB  <John.W.Gray@)omb.eop.gov>;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin)  <Jeffrey.Riemer@ed.gov>;  Dickey,  Jennifer  B. 
EOP/WHO  <F"  |(5)who.eop.gov> 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilary.Malawer@)ed.gov>;  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Alisa.Lahey@ed.gov>;  Eitel,  Robert  <Robert.Eitel@ed.gov>;  Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lynn.Mahaffie@ed.gov>;  Weisman, 
Annmarie  <Annmarie.Weisman@ed.gov>;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Barbara.Hoblitzell@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian 
<Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong(S)ed.gov> 

Subject:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 


All, 


Please  see  attached  for  ED's  response  to  the  edits  sent  last  night  based  on  discussions  over  the  past  24  hours.  We 
sincerely  appreciate  everyone's  work  over  the  past  few  months  on  this  and  over  the  past  couple  of  days  in 
particular.  We  believe  this  NPRM  (clean  and  redline  versions  are  attached)  is  now  ready  for  publication  so  that  the 
comment  period  may  begin.  Thank  you  again, 

Michael  Brickman 
(202)  453-6364 


■  I  \ 

p\7ERSiGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000343 

ED  IM1730-F  0343  (Jon  19) 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000344 


3age  0345 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000345 


3age  0346 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000346 


Page  0347 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000347 


Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000348 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000349 


3age  0350 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000350 


Page  0351 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000351 


^age  0352 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000352 


=age  0353 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000353 


Page  0354 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000354 


3age  0355 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000355 


3age  0356 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000356 


Page  0357 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000357 


3age  0358 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000358 


Page  0359 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000359 


3age  0360 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000360 


3age  0361 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000361 


Page  0362 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000362 


3age  0363 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000363 


3age  0364 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000364 


3age  0365 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000365 


3age  0366 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000366 


3age  0367 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000367 


3age  0368 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000368 


Page  0369 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000369 


Page  0370 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000370 


Page  0371 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000371 


Page  0372 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000372 


3age  0373 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000373 


3age  0374 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000374 


Page  0375 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000375 


3age  0376 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000376 


Page  0377 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000377 


Page  0378 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000378 


3age  0379 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000379 


Page  0380 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000380 


3age  0381 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000381 


3age  0382 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000382 


Page  0383 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000383 


^age  0384 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000384 


Page  0385 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000385 


Page  0386 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000386 


3age  0387 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000387 


3age  0388 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000388 


Page  0389 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000389 


Page  03d0 

iiMthheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000390 


3age  0391 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000391 


3age  0392 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000392 


3age  0393 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000393 


3age  0394 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000394 


Page  0395 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000395 


Page  0396 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000396 


Page  0397 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000397 


3age  0398 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000398 


3age  0399 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000399 


3age  0400 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000400 


Page  0401 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000401 


3age  0402 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000402 


Page  0403 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000403 


Page  0404 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000404 


3age  0405 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000405 


Page  0406 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000406 


=age  0407 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000407 


3age  0408 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000408 


3age  0409 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000409 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000410 


Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-00041 1 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000412 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000413 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000414 


3age0415 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000415 


Page  0416 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000416 


Page  0417 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000417 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000418 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000419 


Page  0420 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000420 


3age  0421 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000421 


3age  0422 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000422 


3age  0423 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000423 


Page  0424 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000424 


3age  0425 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000425 


Page  0426 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000426 


3age  0427 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000427 


3age  0428 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000428 


3age  0429 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000429 


3age  0430 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000430 


Page  0431 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000431 


Page  0432 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000432 


3age  0433 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000433 


3age  0434 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000434 


3age  0435 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000435 


Page  0436 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000436 


Page  0437 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000437 


3age  0438 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000438 


3age  0439 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000439 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000440 


Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000441 


Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000442 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000443 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000444 


Page  0445 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000445 


3age  0446 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000446 


3age  0447 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000447 


Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000448 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000449 


Page  0450 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000450 


3age  0451 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000451 


Page  0452 

lA/ithheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000452 


3age  0453 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000453 


3age  0454 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000454 


Page  0455 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000455 


3age  0456 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000456 


3age  0457 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000457 


3age  0458 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000458 


Page  0459 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000459 


3age  0460 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000460 


3age  0461 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000461 


Page  0462 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000462 


Page  0463 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000463 


3age  0464 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000464 


Page  0465 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000465 


3age  0466 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000466 


Page  0467 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000467 


3age  0468 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000468 


Page  0469 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000469 


3age  0470 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000470 


Page  0471 

^hhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000471 


3age  0472 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000472 


3age  0473 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000473 


3age  0474 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000474 


3age  0475 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000475 


3age  0476 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000476 


Page  0477 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000477 


Page  0478 

iiMthheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000478 


3age  0479 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000479 


3age  0480 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000480 


Page  0481 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000481 


3age  0482 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000482 


Page  0483 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000483 


Page  0484 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000484 


3age  0485 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000485 


3age  0486 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000486 


^age  0487 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000487 


3age0488 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000488 


3age  0489 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000489 


3age  0490 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000490 


Page  0491 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000491 


Page  0492 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000492 


Page  0493 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000493 


3age  0494 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000494 


3age  0495 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000495 


Page  04d6 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000496 


Page  0497 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000497 


3age  0498 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000498 


3age049g 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000499 


3age  0500 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000500 


3age  0501 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000501 


3age  0502 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000502 


3age  0503 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000503 


3age  0504 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000504 


3age  0505 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000505 


3age  0506 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000506 


Page  0507 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000507 


3age  0508 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000508 


Page  0509 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000509 


^ageOSIO 

Mhhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000510 


Page  0511 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-00051 1 


3ageOS12 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000512 


Page  0513 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000513 


3age0514 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000514 


=age0515 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000515 


3ageOS16 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000516 


Page  0517 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000517 


Page  0518 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000518 


Page  0519 

lA/ithheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000519 


3age  0520 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000520 


3age  0521 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000521 


3age  0522 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000522 


3age  0523 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000523 


3age  0524 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000524 


3age  0525 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000525 


Page  0526 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000526 


^age  0527 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000527 


Page  0528 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000528 


3age  0529 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000529 


3age  0530 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000530 


3age  0531 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000531 


3age  0532 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000532 


Page  0533 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000533 


3age  0534 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000534 


3age  0535 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000535 


3age  0536 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000536 


Page  0537 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000537 


3age  0538 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000538 


3age  0539 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000539 


3age  0540 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000540 


Page  0541 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000541 


^age  0542 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000542 


Page  0543 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000543 


3age  0544 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000544 


3age  0545 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000545 


3age  0546 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000546 


i^age  0547 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000547 


3age  0548 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000548 


Page  0549 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000549 


3age  0550 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000550 


3age  0551 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000551 


3age  0552 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000552 


3age  0553 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000553 


3age  0554 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000554 


Page  0555 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000555 


3age  0556 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000556 


Page  0557 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000557 


Page  0558 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000558 


Page  0559 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000559 


Page  0560 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000560 


3age  0561 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000561 


Page  0562 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000562 


3age  0563 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000563 


3age  0564 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000564 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000565 


3age  0566 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000566 


Page  0567 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000567 


3age  0568 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000568 


3age  0569 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000569 


3age  0570 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000570 


Page  0571 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000571 


3age  0572 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000572 


3age  0573 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000573 


i^age  0574 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000574 


3age  0575 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000575 


=age  0576 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000576 


=age  0577 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000577 


Page  0578 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000578 


3age  0579 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000579 


3age  0580 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000580 


3age  0581 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000581 


3age  0582 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000582 


3age  0583 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000583 


Page  0584 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000584 


Page  0585 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000585 


3age  0586 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000586 


3age  0587 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000587 


Page  0588 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000588 


3age  0589 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000589 


3age  0590 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000590 


3age  0591 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000591 


3age  0592 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000592 


3age  0593 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000593 


3age  0594 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000594 


Page  0595 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000595 


Page  0596 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000596 


3age  0597 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000597 


3age  0598 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000598 


3age  0599 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000599 


Page  0600 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000600 


3age  0601 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000601 


=age  0602 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Brickman,  Michael  <Michael.Brickman@ed.gov> 

Wednesday.  July  18.  2018  5:08  PM 

Jones,  Diane;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth; 

l@who.eop.qov;  Ray.  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray, 
John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin)f^  |@who.eop.gov 


Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eltel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman, 
Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 
RE:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 

DTR  NPRM  complete  7.18.18  5pm  clean.docx;  DIR  NPRM  complete  7.18.18  5pm 
redline.docx 


All, 

Per  the  email  exchanges  with  additional  edits  over  the  last  30  mins,  please  see  revised  versions  attached. 
Michael 


From:  Brickman,  Michael 

Sent:  Wednesday,  July  18,  2018  4:36  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;^"'  l(g)whQ.eQp.gov;  Ray,  Paul  J. 

EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);P^  |@who.eop.qov 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell, 
Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 
Subject:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 

All, 

Please  see  attached  for  ED's  response  to  the  edits  sent  last  night  based  on  discussions  over  the  past  24  hours.  We 
sincerely  appreciate  everyone's  work  over  the  past  few  months  on  this  and  over  the  past  couple  of  days  In 
particular.  We  believe  this  NPRM  (clean  and  redllne  versions  are  attached)  is  now  ready  for  publication  so  that  the 
comment  period  may  begin.  Thank  you  again. 

Michael  Brickman 
(202)  453-6364 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000716 


3age0717 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000717 


Page  0718 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000718 


3age0719 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000719 


3age  0720 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000720 


3age  0721 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000721 


Page  0722 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000722 


3age  0723 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000723 


Page  0724 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000724 


3age  0725 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000725 


3age  0726 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000726 


3age  0727 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000727 


Page  0728 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000728 


3age  0729 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000729 


3age  0730 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000730 


3age  0731 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000731 


Page  0732 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000732 


Page  0733 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000733 


^age  0734 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000734 


3age  0735 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000735 


Page  0736 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000736 


3age  0737 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000737 


3age  0738 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000738 


3age  0739 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000739 


Page  0740 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000740 


Page  0741 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000741 


3age  0742 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000742 


Page  0743 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000743 


3age  0744 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000744 


3age  0745 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000745 


Page  0746 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000746 


Page  0747 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000747 


3age  0748 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000748 


3age  0749 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000749 


3age0750 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000750 


Page  0751 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000751 


3age  0752 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000752 


3age  0753 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000753 


Page  0754 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000754 


3age  0755 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000755 


3age  0756 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000756 


Page  0757 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000757 


3age  0758 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000758 


Page  0759 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000759 


3age  0760 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000760 


Page  0761 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000761 


3age  0762 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000762 


3age  0763 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000763 


^age  0764 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000764 


3age  0765 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000765 


3age  0766 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000766 


3age  0767 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000767 


Page  0768 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000768 


3age  0769 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000769 


Page  0770 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000770 


Page  0771 

iiMthheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000771 


3age  0772 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000772 


Page  0773 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000773 


Page  0774 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000774 


Page  0775 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000775 


3age  0776 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000776 


Page  0777 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000777 


3age  0778 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000778 


Page  0779 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000779 


3age  0780 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000780 


Page  0781 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000781 


Page  0782 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000782 


3age  0783 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000783 


3age  0784 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000784 


3age  0785 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000785 


3age  0786 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000786 


Page  0787 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000787 


3age  0788 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000788 


3age  0789 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000789 


3age  0790 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000790 


Page  0791 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000791 


3age  0792 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000792 


3age  0793 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000793 


3age  0794 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000794 


3age  0795 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000795 


Page  07d6 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000796 


3age  0797 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000797 


3age  0798 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000798 


3age  0799 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000799 


^age  0800 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000800 


3age  0801 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000801 


Page  0802 

mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000802 


3age  0803 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000803 


3age  0804 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000804 


Page  0805 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000805 


Page  0806 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000806 


3age  0807 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000807 


3age  0808 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000808 


Page  0809 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000809 


Page  0810 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000810 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-00081 1 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000812 


Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000813 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000814 


3age0815 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000815 


Page  0816 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000816 


Page  0817 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000817 


IMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000818 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000819 


3age  0820 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000820 


3age  0821 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000821 


Page  0822 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000822 


Page  0823 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000823 


3age  0824 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000824 


^age  0825 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000825 


3age  0826 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000826 


3age  0827 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000827 


3age  0828 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000828 


Page  0829 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000829 


Page  0830 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000830 


3age  0831 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000831 


3age  0832 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000832 


3age  0833 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000833 


Page  0834 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000834 


3age  0835 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000835 


Page  0836 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000836 


3age  0837 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000837 


3age  0838 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000838 


3age  0839 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000839 


Page  0840 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000840 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000849 


^age  0850 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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^age  0851 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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3age  0852 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000852 
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^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000856 


3age  0857 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000857 


Page  0858 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000858 


3age  0859 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
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Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000871 


3age  0872 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 
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^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000875 
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Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000876 
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Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000877 
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Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000880 
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^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000881 


3age  0882 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000882 


3age  0883 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000883 


3age  0884 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000884 
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Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000885 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
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Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
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of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000889 


Page  08d0 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
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Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 
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(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 
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Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 
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Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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3age  0901 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000903 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000905 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 
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iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 
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3age0909 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000909 


3age0910 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000910 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 
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^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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3age0915 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 
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Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000917 


Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000918 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000919 


3age  0920 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000920 


3age  0921 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000921 


3age  0922 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000922 


3age  0923 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000923 


3age  0924 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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3age  0925 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000926 
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of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000929 


3age0930 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000930 


3age  0931 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000931 


3age  0932 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000932 


3age  0933 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000933 


3age  0934 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000934 


3age  0935 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000935 
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Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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Page  0937 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 
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3age0938 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000938 


3age  0939 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000939 


3age  0940 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000940 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000941 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000942 


3age  0943 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000943 


3age  0944 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000944 


3age  0945 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000945 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 
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iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 
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Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
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of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 
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^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000955 
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3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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Page  0957 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 
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3age  0958 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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3age  0959 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000967 


Page  0968 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000968 


3age  0969 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000969 


^age  0970 

^hhekj  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000970 


Page  0971 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000971 


Page  0972 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000972 


3age  0973 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000973 


Page  0974 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000974 


3age  0975 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000975 


3age  0976 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000976 


Page  0977 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000977 


3age  0978 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000978 


3age  0979 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000979 


3age  0980 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000980 


3age  0981 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000981 


3age  0982 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000982 


3age  0983 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000983 


3age0984 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000984 


3age  0985 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000985 


3age  0986 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000986 


3age  0987 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000987 


Page  0988 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000988 


Page  0989 

iiVithhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000989 


3age  0990 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000990 


3age  0991 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000991 


Page  0992 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000992 


3age  0993 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000993 


3age  0994 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000994 


3age  0995 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000995 


Page  0996 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000996 


Page  0997 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000997 


3age0998 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000998 


3age0999 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-000999 


3age  1000 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001000 


3age  1001 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001001 


Page  1002 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001002 


3age  1003 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001003 


3age 1004 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001004 


3age  1005 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001005 


3age  1006 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001006 


Page  1007 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001007 


3age  1008 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001008 


3age  1009 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001009 


3age  1010 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001010 


^age 1011 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-00101 1 


3age  1012 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001012 


3age  1013 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001013 


^age  1014 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001014 


3age  1015 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001015 


3age  1016 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001016 


3age  1017 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001017 


3age  1018 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001018 


3age  1019 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001019 


3age  1020 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001020 


3age  1021 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001021 


Page  1022 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001022 


Page  1023 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001023 


Page  1024 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001024 


3age  1025 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001025 


3age  1026 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001026 


Page  1027 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001027 


3age  1028 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001028 


3age  1029 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001029 


3age 1030 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001030 


3age  1031 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001031 


3age 1032 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001032 


3age 1033 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001033 


3age  1034 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001034 


3age  1035 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001035 


3age  1036 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001036 


Page  1037 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001037 


3age  1038 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001038 


3age  1039 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001039 


3age  1040 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001040 


3age  1041 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001041 


Page  1042 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001042 


Page  1043 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001043 


i^age  1044 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001044 


3age  1045 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001045 


3age  1046 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001046 


Page  1047 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001047 


3age  1048 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001048 


3age  1049 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001049 


3age  1050 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001050 


3age  1051 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001051 


3age  1052 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001052 


3age  1053 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001053 


Page  1054 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001054 


3age  1055 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001055 


Page  1056 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001056 


Page  1057 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001057 


3age  1058 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001058 


3age  1059 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001059 


3age1060 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001060 


3age  1061 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001061 


3age  1062 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001062 


3age  1063 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001063 


3age  1064 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001064 


3age  1065 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001065 


Page  1066 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001066 


3age  1067 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001067 


3age  1068 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001068 


Page  1069 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001069 


3age  1070 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001070 


3age  1071 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001071 


3age  1072 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001072 


3age  1073 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001073 


3age  1074 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001074 


Page  1075 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001075 


3age  1076 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001076 


Page  1077 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001077 


3age  1078 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001078 


3age  1079 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001079 


3age  1080 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001080 


Page  1081 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001081 


3age  1082 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001082 


3age  1083 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001083 


3age  1084 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001084 


3age  1085 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001085 


Page  1086 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001086 


Page  1087 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001087 


3age  1088 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001088 


3age  1089 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001089 


3age  1090 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001090 


Page  1091 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001091 


Page  1092 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001092 


3age  1093 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001093 


3age  1094 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001094 


3age  1095 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001095 


3age  1096 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001096 


Page  1097 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001097 


3age  1098 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001098 


3age  1099 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001099 


^age 1100 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001100 


^age 1101 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001101 


3age 1102 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001102 


3age 1103 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001103 


Page  1104 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001104 


3age 1105 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001105 


3age 1106 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001106 


Page  1107 

lA/ithheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001107 


3age 1108 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001108 


3age 1109 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001109 


3age 1110 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001110 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001111 


^age 1112 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001112 


=age 1113 

Mthhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001113 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001114 


3age  1115 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001115 


3age 1116 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001116 


Page  1117 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001117 


3age 1118 

Mthhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001118 


3age 1119 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001119 


Page  1120 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001120 


3age 1121 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001121 


3age 1122 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001122 


3age 1123 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001123 


3age 1124 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001124 


Page  1125 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001125 


i^age  1126 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001126 


Page  1127 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001127 


Page  1128 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001128 


Page  1129 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001129 


^age 1130 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001130 


3age 1131 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001131 


3age 1132 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001132 


3age 1133 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001133 


Page  1134 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001134 


3age 1135 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001135 


3age 1136 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001136 


3age 1137 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001137 


Page  1138 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001138 


3age 1139 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001139 


Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001140 


withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001141 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001142 


withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001143 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001144 


3age 1145 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001145 


3age 1146 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001146 


Page  1147 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001147 


Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001148 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001149 


3age 1150 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001150 


Page  1151 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001151 


3age 1152 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001152 


3age 1153 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001153 


3age 1154 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001154 


3age 1155 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001155 


Page  1156 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001156 


Page  1157 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001157 


3age 1158 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001158 


3age 1159 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001159 


Page  1160 

iiMthheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001160 


^age 1161 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001161 


3age 1162 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001162 


3age 1163 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001163 


=age 1164 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001164 


^age 1165 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001165 


=age 1166 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001166 


Page  1167 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001167 


Page  1168 

lA/ithheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001168 


^age 1169 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001169 


Page  1170 

iiMthheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001170 


Page  1171 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001171 


Page  1172 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001172 


Page  1173 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001173 


Page  1174 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001174 


Page  1175 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001175 


Page  1176 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001176 


Page  1177 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001177 


3age 1178 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001178 


Page  1179 

iiMthheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001179 


3age 1180 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001180 


^age 1181 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001181 


3age 1182 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001182 


^age 1183 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001183 


Page  1184 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001184 


Page  1185 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001185 


3age 1186 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001186 


Page  1187 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001187 


3age 1188 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001188 


Page  1189 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001189 


Page  1190 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001190 


^age 1191 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001191 


Page  1192 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001192 


3age 1193 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001193 


3age 1194 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001194 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001195 


3age 1196 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001196 


Page  1197 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001197 


3age 1198 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001198 


3age 1199 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001199 


3age  1200 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001200 


3age  1201 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001201 


3age  1202 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001202 


3age  1203 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001203 


3age  1204 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001204 


i^age  1205 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001205 


=age  1206 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001206 


Page  1207 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001207 


3age  1208 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001208 


Page  1209 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001209 


3age  1210 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001210 


Page  1211 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-00121 1 


3age  1212 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001212 


=age  1213 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001213 


3age  1214 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001214 


3age  1215 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001215 


Page  1216 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001216 


Page  1217 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001217 


3age  1218 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001218 


Page  1219 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001219 


3age 1220 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001220 


3age  1221 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001221 


=age  1222 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001222 


Page  1223 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001223 


Page  1224 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001224 


=age  1225 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001225 


=age  1226 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001226 


Page  1227 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001227 


3age  1228 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001228 


=age  1229 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001229 


3age  1230 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001230 


Page  1231 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001231 


3age  1232 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001232 


Page  1233 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001233 


3age  1234 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001234 


3age  1235 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001235 


3age  1236 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001236 


3age  1237 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001237 


3age  1238 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001238 


^age  1239 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001239 


Page  1240 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001240 


3age  1241 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001241 


3age  1242 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001242 


3age  1243 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001243 


3age  1244 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001244 


Page  1245 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001245 


3age  1246 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001246 


Page  1247 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001247 


3age  1248 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001248 


Page  1249 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001249 


Page  1250 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001250 


3age  1251 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001251 


3age  1252 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001252 


Page  1253 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001253 


Page  1254 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001254 


3age  1255 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001255 


3age  1256 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001256 


3age  1257 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001257 


3age  1258 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001258 


3age  1259 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001259 


Page  1260 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001260 


3age  1261 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001261 


Page  1262 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001262 


=age  1263 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001263 


Page  1264 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001264 


Page  1265 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001265 


Page  1266 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001266 


Page  1267 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001267 


Page  1268 

Mthhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001268 


Page  1269 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001269 


3age 1270 

Mthhekj  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001270 


Page  1271 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001271 


3age  1272 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001272 


3age 1273 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001273 


3age  1274 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001274 


3age  1275 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001275 


3age 1276 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001276 


Page  1277 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001277 


3age  1278 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001278 


3age 1279 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001279 


3age  1280 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001280 


3age  1281 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001281 


3age  1282 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001282 


Page  1283 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001283 


3age  1284 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001284 


3age  1285 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001285 


3age  1286 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001286 


Page  1287 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001287 


3age  1288 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001288 


3age  1289 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001289 


3age  1290 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001290 


i^age  1291 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001291 


3age  1292 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001292 


3age  1293 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001293 


3age  1294 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001294 


3age 1295 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001295 


Page  1296 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001296 


3age  1297 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001297 


Page  1298 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001298 


3age  1299 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001299 


3age  1300 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001300 


3age 1301 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001301 


3age  1302 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001302 


3age  1303 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001303 


3age  1304 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001304 


i^age  1305 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001305 


3age  1306 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001306 


Page  1307 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001307 


^age  1308 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001308 


3age  1309 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001309 


3age  1310 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001310 


Page  1311 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-00131 1 


3age  1312 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001312 


3age  1313 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001313 


3age  1314 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001314 


Page  1315 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001315 


3age  1316 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001316 


Page  1317 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001317 


3age  1318 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001318 


Page  1319 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001319 


3age  1320 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001320 


^age  1321 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001321 


3age  1322 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001322 


3age  1323 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001323 


Page  1324 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001324 


3age  1325 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001325 


3age  1326 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001326 


Page  1327 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001327 


3age 1328 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001328 


3age  1329 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001329 


3age  1330 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001330 


3age  1331 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001331 


3age  1332 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001332 


Page  1333 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001333 


Page  1334 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001334 


3age  1335 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001335 


3age  1336 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001336 


Page  1337 

lA/ithheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001337 


Page  1338 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001338 


3age  1339 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001339 


Page  1340 

iiMthheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001340 


=age  1341 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001341 


^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001342 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001343 


Page  1344 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001344 


3age  1345 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001345 


3age 1346 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001346 


Page  1347 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001347 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001348 


3age  1349 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001349 


3age  1350 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001350 


^age  1351 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001351 


=age  1352 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001352 


3age  1353 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001353 


3age  1354 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001354 


3age  1355 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001355 


3age  1356 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001356 


Page  1357 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001357 


3age  1358 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001358 


i^age  1359 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001359 


Page  1360 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001360 


3age  1361 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001361 


3age  1362 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001362 


Page  1363 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001363 


3age  1364 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001364 


3age  1365 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001365 


3age  1366 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001366 


3age  1367 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001367 


3age  1368 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001368 


3age  1369 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001369 


3age  1370 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001370 


Page  1371 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001371 


3age  1372 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001372 


Page  1373 

lA/ithheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001373 


3age 1374 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001374 


Page  1375 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001375 


3age 1376 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001376 


Page  1377 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001377 


Page  1378 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001378 


3age 1379 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001379 


3age  1380 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001380 


=age  1381 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001381 


3age  1382 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001382 


3age  1383 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001383 


3age  1384 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001384 


3age  1385 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001385 


3age  1386 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001386 


3age  1387 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001387 


3age  1388 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001388 


3age  1389 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001389 


i^age  1390 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001390 


3age  1391 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001391 


3age  1392 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001392 


3age  1393 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001393 


3age  1394 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001394 


3age  1395 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001395 


Page  1396 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001396 


Page  1397 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001397 


3age  1398 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001398 


Page  1399 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001399 


3age  1400 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001400 


withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001401 


3age  1402 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001402 


3age  1403 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001403 


3age  1404 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001404 


3age  1405 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001405 


3age  1406 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001406 


Page  1407 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001407 


^age  1408 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001408 


3age  1409 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001409 


3age  1410 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001410 


Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-00141 1 


3age  1412 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001412 


3age  1413 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001413 


Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001414 


3age  1415 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001415 


3age  1416 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001416 


^age  1417 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001417 


3age 1418 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001418 


3age  1419 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001419 


Page  1420 

iiMthheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001420 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001421 


=age  1422 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001422 


Page  1423 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001423 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001424 


3age  1425 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001425 


3age  1426 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001426 


^age  1427 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001427 


3age  1428 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001428 


3age  1429 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001429 


3age 1430 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001430 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001431 


Page  1432 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001432 


3age 1433 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001433 


Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001434 


3age  1435 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001435 


3age  1436 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001436 


Page  1437 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001437 


3age  1438 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001438 


3age  1439 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001439 


=>age  1440 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001440 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001441 


3age  1442 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001442 


Page  1443 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001443 


MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001444 


3age  1445 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001445 


3age  1446 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001446 


i^age  1447 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001447 


Page  1448 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001448 


3age  1449 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001449 


3age  1450 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001450 


3age  1451 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001451 


3age  1452 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001452 


3age  1453 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001453 


Page  1454 

Mthhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001454 


=age  1455 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001455 


Page  1456 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001456 


Page  1457 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001457 


3age  1458 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001458 


3age  1459 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001459 


Page  1460 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001460 


^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001461 


Page  1462 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001462 


^age  1463 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001463 


Page  1464 

IMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001464 


3age  1465 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001465 


3age  1466 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001466 


3age  1467 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001467 


3age  1468 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001468 


Page  1469 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001469 


3age  1470 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>  —  ' 

Wednesday,  July  18,  2018  6:42  PM 

Brickman,  Michael;  Jones,  Diane;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  ~ 
Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W,  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  '■ 
Jeffrey  (Justin);  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 

Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman, 

Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 

RE:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 

DTR  NPRM  complete  7.18.18  5pm  clean.docx 


Thanks  Michael. 

We  will  review  this  evening  and  circle  back  with  ED  in  the  morning,  in  the  meantime,  in  my  quick  review  ot  the  clean 
document,  I  noticed  several  punctuation  errors  (I've  flagged  a  few  for  ED  in  the  attachment)  I  would  strongly 
encourage  that  OGC  take  a  comprehensive  scrub  to  ensure  at  minimum  that  formatting,  citations,  and  grammatical 
errors  are  corrected. 

Best, 

Sharon 


From:  Brickman,  Michael  <Michael.Brickman(S)ed.gov> 

Sent:  Wednesday,  July  18, 2018  5:08  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane  <Diane.Jones@ed.gov>;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov>;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

@who.eop.gov>;  Ray,  Paul  J. 


<Elizabeth.McFadden(5)ed.gov>;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO 
EOP/OMB  <Paul.J.Ray(S)omb.eop.gov>;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO  <(^ 


@who.eop.gov>;  Gray,  John  W. 


EOP/OMB  <John.W.Gray@omb.eop.gov>;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin)  <Jeffrey.Riemer@ed.gov>;  Dickey,  Jennifer  B. 
EOP/WHO  <r'  |@who.eop.gov> 


Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary  <Hilary.Malawer(S)ed.gov>;  Amann,  Amanda  <Amanda.Amann@ed.gov>;  Lahey,  Alisa 
<Alisa.Lahey(a)ed.gov>;  Eitel,  Robert  <Robert.Eitel@ed.gov>;  Mahaffie,  Lynn  <Lynn.Mahaffie(5)ed.gov>;  Weisman, 
Annmarie  <Annmarie.Weisman@ed.gov>;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara  <Barbara.Hoblitzell@ed.gov>;  Siegel,  Brian 
<Brian.Siegel@ed.gov>;  Hong,  Caroline  <Caroline.Hong@)ed.gov> 

Subject:  RE:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 


All, 


Per  the  email  exchanges  with  additional  edits  over  the  last  30  mins,  please  see  revised  versions  attached. 
Michael 


From:  Brickman,  Michael 

Sent:  Wednesday,  July  18,  2018  4:36  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  steven.j.menashi@who.eop.gov;  Ray,  Paul  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  jennifer.b.dickey@who.eop.gov 
Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell, 
Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 
Subject:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 

All, 


'  I  \  ' 

PVERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001541 

EO  1MU30-F  1541  (Jun  19) 


Please  see  attached  for  ED's  response  to  the  edits  sent  last  night  based  on  discussions  over  the  past  24  hours.  We 
sincerely  appreciate  everyone's  work  over  the  past  few  months  on  this  and  over  the  past  couple  of  days  in 
particular.  We  believe  this  NPRM  (clean  and  redline  versions  are  attached)  is  now  ready  for  publication  so  that  the 
comment  period  may  begin.  Thank  you  again. 

Michael  Brickinari 

(202)  453-6364 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001573 


i^age  1574 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001574 


3age  1575 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001575 


3age  1576 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001576 


3age  1577 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001577 


3age  1578 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001578 


3age  1579 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001579 


Page  1580 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001580 


3age  1581 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001581 


Page  1582 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001582 


Page  1583 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001583 


3age 1584 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001584 


3age  1585 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001585 


3age  1586 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001586 


3age  1587 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001587 


3age  1588 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001588 


3age  1589 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001589 


i^age  1590 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001590 


i^age  1591 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001591 


Page  1592 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001592 


3age  1593 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001593 


Page  1594 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001594 


3age 1595 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001595 


Page  1596 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001596 


i^age  1597 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001597 


Page  1598 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001598 


i^age  1599 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001599 


3age  1600 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001600 


Page  1601 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001601 


Page  1602 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001602 


3age  1603 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001603 


3age  1604 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001604 


=age  1605 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001605 


3age 1606 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001606 


3age  1607 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001607 


3age  1608 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001608 


Page  1609 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001609 


3age  1610 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001610 


3age 1611 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-00161 1 


3age1612 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001612 


3age  1613 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001613 


3age  1614 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001614 


Page  1615 

Mthhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001615 


3age  1616 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001616 


Page  1617 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001617 


Page  1618 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001618 


3age  1619 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001619 


3age  1620 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001620 


3age  1621 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001621 


3age 1622 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001622 


3age  1623 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001623 


3age 1624 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001624 


3age 1625 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001625 


3age 1626 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001626 


=age 1627 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001627 


3age 1628 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001628 


3age  1629 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001629 


3age  1630 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001630 


3age  1631 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001631 


3age  1632 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001632 


3age  1633 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001633 


3age1634 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001634 


3age  1635 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001635 


3age 1636 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001636 


Page  1637 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001637 


3age  1638 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001638 


3age  1639 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001639 


3age 1640 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001640 


=age  1641 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001641 


3age 1642 

Mhhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001642 


3age  1643 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001643 


3age  1644 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001644 


3age 1645 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001645 


3age 1646 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001646 


Page  1647 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001647 


3age 1648 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001648 


3age 1649 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001649 


i^age  1650 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001650 


^age  1651 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001651 


3age  1652 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001652 


3age  1653 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001653 


3age  1654 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001654 


3age  1655 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001655 


3age  1656 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001656 


Page  1657 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001657 


3age  1658 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001658 


3age 1659 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001659 


3age 1660 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001660 


=age  1661 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001661 


3age  1662 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001662 


3age 1663 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001663 


3age  1664 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001664 


Page  1665 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001665 


i^age  1666 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001666 


i^age  1667 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001667 


3age 1668 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001668 


Page  1669 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001669 


Page  1670 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001670 


3age  1671 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001671 


=age  1672 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001672 


Page  1673 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001673 


3age  1674 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001674 


3age  1675 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001675 


i^age  1676 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001676 


Page  1677 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001677 


Page  1678 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001678 


i^age  1679 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001679 


3age 1680 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001680 


Page  1681 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001681 


3age 1682 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001682 


3age 1683 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001683 


Page  1684 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001684 


3age 1685 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001685 


3age 1686 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001686 


3age  1687 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001687 


3age 1688 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001688 


3age  1689 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001689 


^age  1690 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001690 


3age  1691 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001691 


i^age  1692 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001692 


3age 1693 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001693 


3age 1694 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001694 


3age 1695 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001695 


3age  1696 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001696 


3age  1697 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001697 


3age 1698 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001698 


3age  1699 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001699 


3age 1700 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001700 


Page  1701 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001701 


3age  1702 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001702 


3age  1703 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001703 


3age  1704 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001704 


3age 1705 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001705 


3age  1706 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001706 


Page  1707 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001707 


3age  1708 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001708 


3age  1709 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001709 


3age  1710 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001710 


withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-00171 1 


3age  1712 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001712 


Page  1713 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001713 


3age  1714 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001714 


Page  1715 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001715 


3age  1716 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001716 


3age  1717 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001717 


3age  1718 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001718 


3age  1719 

Mthhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001719 


3age  1720 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001720 


Page  1721 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001721 


3age 1722 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001722 


Page  1723 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001723 


3age 1724 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001724 


3age 1725 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001725 


3age  1726 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001726 


Page  1727 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001727 


3age  1728 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001728 


3age  1729 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001729 


3age  1730 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001730 


Page  1731 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001731 


3age  1732 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001732 


3age 1733 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001733 


3age  1734 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001734 


3age  1735 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001735 


3age  1736 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001736 


Page  1737 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001737 


3age  1738 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001738 


3age  1739 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001739 


3age  1740 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001740 


Page  1741 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001741 


Page  1742 

iiMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001742 


3age  1743 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001743 


3age  1744 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001744 


3age  1745 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001745 


3age  1746 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001746 


Page  1747 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001747 


Page  1748 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001748 


3age  1749 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001749 


3age  1750 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001750 


Page  1751 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001751 


3age  1752 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001752 


3age  1753 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001753 


3age  1754 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001754 


3age  1755 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001755 


3age  1756 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001756 


Page  1757 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001757 


3age  1758 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001758 


3age  1759 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001759 


Page  1760 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001760 


Page  1761 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001761 


Page  1762 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001762 


3age  1763 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001763 


3age  1764 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001764 


3age  1765 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001765 


3age  1766 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001766 


Page  1767 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001767 


3age  1768 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001768 


3age  1769 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001769 


Page  1770 

iiMthheid  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001770 


i^age  1771 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001771 


Page  1772 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001772 


Page  1773 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001773 


Page  1774 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001774 


Page  1775 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001775 


Page  1776 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001776 


3age  1777 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001777 


Page  1778 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001778 


Page  1779 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001779 


3age 1780 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001780 


Page  1781 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001781 


Page  1782 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001782 


3age  1783 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001783 


3age  1784 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001784 


3age  1785 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001785 


3age  1786 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001786 


Page  1787 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001787 


3age  1788 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001788 


3age  1789 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001789 


i^age  1790 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001790 


Page  1791 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001791 


3age  1792 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001792 


3age 1793 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001793 


3age  1794 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001794 


3age  1795 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001795 


3age  1796 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001796 


3age  1797 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001797 


3age  1798 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001798 


3age  1799 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001799 


^age  1800 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001800 


Page  1801 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001801 


^age  1802 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001802 


3age 1803 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001803 


3age 1804 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001804 


3age  1805 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001805 


3age  1806 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001806 


Page  1807 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001807 


3age  1808 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001808 


Page  1809 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001809 


3age 1810 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001810 


3age 1811 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-00181 1 


3age 1812 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001812 


Page  1813 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001813 


Page  1814 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001814 


Page  1815 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001815 


Page  1816 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001816 


Page  1817 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001817 


Page  1818 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001818 


Page  1819 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001819 


3age  1820 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001820 


=age  1821 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001821 


3age  1822 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001822 


Page  1823 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001823 


3age 1824 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001824 


3age  1825 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001825 


Page  1826 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001826 


Page  1827 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001827 


Page  1828 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001828 


3age 1829 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001829 


3age  1830 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001830 


3age 1831 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001831 


3age 1832 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001832 


3age 1833 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001833 


3age 1834 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001834 


3age 1835 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001835 


3age  1836 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001836 


Page  1837 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001837 


3age 1838 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001838 


3age  1839 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001839 


3age 1840 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001840 


^age  1841 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001841 


3age  1842 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001842 


3age 1843 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001843 


Page  1844 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001844 


3age 1845 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001845 


3age  1846 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001846 


3age  1847 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001847 


3age  1848 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001848 


Page  1849 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001849 


3age 1850 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001850 


3age  1851 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001851 


Page  1852 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001852 


3age 1853 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001853 


3age  1854 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001854 


3age  1855 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001855 


Page  1856 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001856 


Page  1857 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001857 


3age 1858 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001858 


Page  1859 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001859 


3age  1860 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001860 


=>age  1861 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001861 


3age 1862 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001862 


=>age  1863 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001863 


i^age  1864 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001864 


3age  1865 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001865 


^age  1866 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001866 


^age  1867 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001867 


3age  1868 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001868 


Page  1869 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001869 


Page  1870 

IMthhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001870 


3age  1871 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001871 


3age  1872 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001872 


Page  1873 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001873 


3age  1874 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001874 


Page  1875 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001875 


Page  1876 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001876 


Page  1877 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001877 


Page  1878 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001878 


3age  1879 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001879 


^age  1880 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001880 


3age  1881 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001881 


Page  1882 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001882 


^age  1883 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001883 


Page  1884 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001884 


3age  1885 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001885 


3age  1886 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001886 


3age  1887 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001887 


3age  1888 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001888 


3age 1889 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001889 


3age  1890 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001890 


3age  1891 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001891 


i^age  1892 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001892 


Page  1893 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001893 


3age  1894 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001894 


3age  1895 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001895 


Page  1896 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001896 


3age  1897 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001897 


3age 1898 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001898 


3age  1899 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001899 


Page  1900 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001900 


^age  1901 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001901 


3age  1902 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001902 


3age  1903 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001903 


^age  1904 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001904 


3age  1905 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001905 


Page  1906 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001906 


Page  1907 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001907 


3age  1908 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001908 


3age  1909 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001909 


3age  1910 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001910 


Page  1911 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-00191 1 


Page  1912 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001912 


Page  1913 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001913 


3age  1914 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001914 


^age  1915 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001915 


3age  1916 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001916 


Page  1917 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001917 


Page  1918 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001918 


3age  1919 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001919 


^age  1920 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001920 


=age  1921 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001921 


Page  1922 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001922 


Page  1923 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001923 


i^age  1924 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001924 


i^age  1925 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001925 


3age  1926 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001926 


Page  1927 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001927 


3age  1928 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001928 


Page  1929 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001929 


^age  1930 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001930 


^age  1931 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001931 


Page  1932 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001932 


^age  1933 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001933 


3age 1934 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001934 


3age 1935 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001935 


3age  1936 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001936 


Page  1937 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001937 


3age  1938 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001938 


Page  1939 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001939 


3age  1940 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001940 


3age  1941 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001941 


Page  1942 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001942 


Page  1943 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001943 


3age  1944 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001944 


3age  1945 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001945 


3age  1946 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001946 


3age  1947 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001947 


Page  1948 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001948 


3age  1949 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001949 


3age  1950 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001950 


^age  1951 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001951 


^age  1952 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001952 


Page  1953 

Mthhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001953 


i^age  1954 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001954 


^age  1955 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001955 


3age  1956 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001956 


3age  1957 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001957 


3age  1958 

Mhheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001958 


3age  1959 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001959 


Page  1960 

iiMthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001960 


^age  1961 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001961 


3age  1962 

Mthheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001962 


^age  1963 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001963 


Page  1964 

iiVithhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001964 


Page  1965 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001965 


^age  1966 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001966 


i^age  1967 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001967 


3age  1968 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001968 


Page  1969 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001969 


3age  1970 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001970 


Page  1971 

iMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001971 


3age  1972 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001972 


Page  1973 

MthheM  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001973 


3age  1974 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001974 


Page  1975 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Df  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001975 


Page  1976 

iiMthhekJ  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

of  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001976 


i^age  1977 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001977 


Page  1978 

Withheld  pursuant  to  exemption 
(b)(5) 

Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  and  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001978 


3age  1979 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


of  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001979 


=age  1980 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001980 


=age  1981 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001981 


3age  1982 

^hhekl  pursuant  to  exemption 


Dt  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001982 


3age  1983 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001983 


^age  1984 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001984 


3age  1985 

^hheld  pursuant  to  exemption 


3t  the  Freedom  of  Information  ar 


I  Privacy  Act 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001985 


From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth.McFadden@ed.gov> 

Sent;  Wednesday,  July  1 8,  201 8  7:05  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  Brickman,  Michael;  Jones,  Diane;  Menashi,  Steven  J. 

EOP/WHO;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB; 
Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 

Cc;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman, 

Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 
Subject;  RE:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 


Thanks,  Sharon.  For  oUiers  in  ED.  OGC  will  do  a  technical  review  per  Sharon's  suggestion, 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  July  18,  2018  6:42  PM 

To:  Brickman,  Michael;  Jones,  Diane;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad, 

Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell, 

Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 

Subject:  RE:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 

Thanks  Michael. 

We  will  review  this  evening  and  circle  back  with  ED  in  the  morning.  In  the  meantime,  in  my  quick  review  of  the  clean 
document,  I  noticed  several  punctuation  errors  (I've  flagged  a  few  for  ED  In  the  attachment).  I  would  strongly  encourage 
that  OGC  take  a  comprehensive  scrub  to  ensure  at  minimum  that  formatting,  citations,  and  grammatical  errors  are 
corrected. 

Best, 

Sharon 


From:  Brickman,  Michael 

Sent:  Wednesday,  July  18, 2018  5:08  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane ;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB ;  McFadden,  Elizabeth ;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO ;  Ray,  Paul  J. 
EOP/OMB ;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO ;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB ;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin) ;  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 
Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary ;  Amann,  Amanda ;  Lahey,  Alisa  ;  Eitel,  Robert ;  Mahaffie,  Lynn ;  Weisman,  Annmarie ;  Hoblitzell, 
Barbara  ;  Siegel,  Brian ;  Hong,  Caroline 
Subject:  RE:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 

All, 

Per  the  email  exchanges  with  additional  edits  over  the  last  30  mins,  please  see  revised  versions  attached. 

Michael 


From:  Brickman,  Michael 

Sent:  Wednesday,  July  18,  2018  4:36  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  steven.j.menashi@who.eop.gov;  Ray,  Paul  J. 

EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  p  ©who.eop.gov 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoolitzell, 

1 

ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001986 

ED  18-01730-F  1986  (Juo  19) 


p\7ERSiGHT 


Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 
Subject:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 

All, 

Please  see  attached  for  ED's  response  to  the  edits  sent  last  night  based  on  discussions  over  the  past  24  hours.  We 
sincerely  appreciate  everyone's  work  over  the  past  few  months  on  this  and  over  the  past  couple  of  days  in  particular. 

We  believe  this  NPRM  (clean  and  redline  versions  are  attached)  is  now  ready  for  publication  so  that  the  comment  period 
may  begin.  Thank  you  again. 

Michael  Birickrrian 

(202)  453-6364 


ED  19) 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 


Cc: 


Subject: 


Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@onnb.eop.gov> 

Thursday,  July  19,  2018  10:32  AM 

McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Brickman,  Michael;  Jones,  Diane;  Menashi,  Steven  J,  EOP/WHO; 
Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer, 
Jeffrey  (Justin);  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 

Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman, 
Annmarie;  Hoblitzell,  Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline;  Mancini,  Dominic  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB 
RE:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 


Good  morning  ED  colleagues. 

We  have  completed  our  review  and  do  not  have  any  further  substantive  issues  to  raise.  I  have  opened  up  ROCIS  for  ED 
staff  to  upload  a  CLEAN  Si  FINAL  version  of  BD.  Please  flag  any  major  changes  (if  any)  that  were  made  based  on  last 
nighf  s  review  by  OGC. 

Cheers, 

Sharon 


From:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Sent:  Wednesday,  July  18,  2018  7:05  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  ;  Brickman,  Michael ;  Jones,  Diane  ;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO  ;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB  ; 
Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO  ;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB  ;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin) ;  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 
Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary ;  Amann,  Amanda  ;  Lahey,  Alisa  ;  Eitel,  Robert ;  Mahaffie,  Lynn  ;  Weisman,  Annmarie  ;  Hoblitzell, 
Barbara  ;  Siegel,  Brian  ;  Hong,  Caroline 
Subject:  RE:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 

Thanks,  Sharon.  For  others  in  ED,  OGC  will  do  a  technical  review  per  Sharon's  suggestion. 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov] 

Sent:  Wednesday,  July  18,  2018  6:42  PM 

To:  Brickman,  Michael;  Jones,  Diane;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Goad, 

Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin);  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell, 

Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 

Subject:  RE:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 

Thanks  Michael. 

We  will  review  this  evening  and  circle  back  with  ED  in  the  morning.  In  the  meantime,  in  my  quick  review  of  the  clean 
document,  I  noticed  several  punctuation  errors  (I've  flagged  a  few  for  ED  in  the  attachment).  I  would  strongly  encourage 
that  OGC  take  a  comprehensive  scrub  to  ensure  at  minimum  that  formattiriig,  citations,  and  grammatical  errors  are 
corrected. 

Best, 

Sharon 


ED  1 19) 


From:  Brickman,  Michael 

Sent:  Wednesday,  July  18, 2018  5:08  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane ;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB ;  McFadden,  Elizabeth ;  Menashi,  Steven  J.  EOP/WHO ;  Ray,  Paul  J. 
EOP/OMB ;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO ;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB ;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin) ;  Dickey,  Jennifer  B.  EOP/WHO 
Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary ;  Amann,  Amanda ;  Lahey,  Alisa  ;  Eitel,  Robert ;  Mahaffie,  Lynn ;  Weisman,  Annmarie ;  Hoblitzell, 
Barbara ;  Siegel,  Brian ;  Hong,  Caroline 
Subject:  RE:  ED  Response  on  Borro\wer  Defense 

All, 

Per  the  email  exchanges  with  additional  edits  over  the  last  30  mins,  please  see  revised  versions  attached. 

Michael 

From:  Brickman,  Michael 

Sent:  Wednesday,  July  18, 2018  4:36  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane;  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth; f""  |@who.eop.gov;  Ray,  Paul  J. 

EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Riemer,  Jeffrey  (Justin); 
r*"  l@who.eop.gov 

Cc:  Malawer,  Hilary;  Amann,  Amanda;  Lahey,  Alisa;  Eitel,  Robert;  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Weisman,  Annmarie;  Hoblitzell, 
Barbara;  Siegel,  Brian;  Hong,  Caroline 
Subject:  ED  Response  on  Borrower  Defense 

All, 

Please  see  attached  for  ED's  response  to  the  edits  sent  last  night  based  on  discussions  over  the  past  24  hours.  We 
sincerely  appreciate  everyone's  work  over  the  past  few  months  on  this  and  over  the  past  couple  of  days  in  particular. 

We  believe  this  NPRM  (clean  and  redline  versions  are  attached)  is  now  ready  for  publication  so  that  the  comment  period 
may  begin.  Thank  you  again. 

Michael  Brickman 
(202)  453-6364 


*  *  ’”'***/ 

p\7ERSiGHT 
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ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001989 

ED  18^1730-F  1989  (Jun  19) 


Jones,  Diane  <  Diane Jones@ed.gov> 

Thursday,  July  19,  2018  10:44  PM 

Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Brickman,  Michael;  Siegel,  Brian;  Amann,  Amanda 
RE:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 


Hi  Sharon, 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 


Hope  this  helps. 

Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [nriailto:Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov] 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  19,  2018^5:44  PM 
To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Jones,  Diane;  Brickman,  Michael;  Siegel,  Brian;  Amann,  Amanda 
Subject:  Re:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 

Elizabeth- 


Thanks. 


Sharon 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 


pVERSlGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001990 

EO  Iwnrao-F  1990  (Jon  19) 


On  Jul  18,  2018,  at  8:51  PM,  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Elizabeth .M cF adden@ed . gov>  wrote: 


Sharon  - 

I  believe  you  may  have  already  received  this  document  from  our  Office  of  Postsecondary 
Education,  but  just  in  case,  1  am  enclosing  our  notice  to  commence  negotiated  rulemaking 
on  accreditation  and  related  issues  for  2018-2019  for  EOP  review.  Please  let  us  know  if 
there  are  any  comments  or  questions. 

Thanks. 

Elizabeth 


Elizabeth  A.  M.  McFadden 

Deputy  General  Counsel  for  Ethics,  Legislative  Counsel, 
and  Regulatory  Services 
U.S.  Department  of  Education 

elizabetli.mcfadden@ed.gov 

202-401-6307 


ED  1 19) 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Sent;  Friday,  July  20,  201 8  1 2:00  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Brickman,  Michael;  Siegel,  Brian;  Amann,  Amanda;  Gray, 

John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Tizzani,  Philip  M,  EOP/OMB;  Ray,  Paul  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB 

Subject:  RE:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 


+  others. 


Sharon 

From:  Jones,  Diane 

Sent:  Thursday.  July  19,  2018  10:44  PM 

To:  Mar.  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  ;  McFadden.  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie.  Lynn  ;  Malawer,  Hilary  ;  Brickman,  Michael ;  Siegel.  Brian  ;  .\mann.  Amanda 
Subject:  RE;  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 

Hi  Sharon, 


Hope  this  helps, 

Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov] 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  19,  2018  5:44  PM 
To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Jones,  Diane;  Brickman,  Michael;  Siegel,  Brian;  Amann,  Amanda 
Subject:  Re:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 

Elizabeth- 


Oversight 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001992 

ED  I8.0U30-F  1992  (Jun  19) 


Thanks, 


Sharon 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  1 8.  20 1 8.  at  8:5 1  PM.  McFadden.  Elizabeth  <Eliyabcth  McFaddcnia'ed.aov>  wrote: 

Sharon  - 

I  believe  you  may  have  already  received  this  document  from  our  Office  of  Postsecondary 
Education,  but  just  in  case.  I  am  enclosing  our  notice  to  commence  negotiated  rulemaking  on 
accreditation  and  related  issues  for  2018-2019  for  EOP  review.  Please  let  us  know  if  there  are 
any  comments  or  questions. 

Thanks. 

Elizabeth 


Elizabeth  A.  M.  McFadden 

Deputy  General  Counsel  for  Ethics,  Legislative  Counsel, 
and  Regulatory  Services 
U.S.  Department  of  Education 
clizabcth.nKtaddcti(</:cJ.tiov 

202-401-6307 


pVERSIGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-001993 

60  1(M>ir30-F  1993  (Jun  19) 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Sent:  Friday,  July  20,  2018  12:03  PM 

To:  Jones,  Diane;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Brickman,  Michael;  Siegel,  Brian;  Amann,  Amanda;  Gray, 

John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Tizzani,  Philip  M,  EOP/OMB;  Ray,  Paul  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB 

Subject:  RE:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 


Apologies  for  the  back  to  baek  emails.  Just  to  clarify,  the  below  eominenls  are  global  comments  that  do  not 
affect  the  Neg  Reg  Announcement.  We  clear  on  the  document  and  ED  can  proceed  with  publication. 

Sharon 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB 
Sent:  Friday,  July  20,  2018  12:00  PM 
To:  'Jones,  Diane' ;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn  ;  Malawer.  Hilary  ;  Brickman,  Michael ;  Siegel,  Brian  ;  Amann,  Amanda  ;  Gray.  John  W. 
EOP/OMB  :  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO  ;  Tizzani.  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  ;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB  ;  Mann, 
NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  ;  Cas.sell,  Mary  1.  EOP/OMB  ;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB  ;  Hunt.  .Alex  T. 
EOP/OMB 

Subject:  RE:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 
+  others. 


Sharon 

From:  Jones,  Diane 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  19,  2018  10:44  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  ;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn  ;  Malawer,  Hilary  ;  Brickman.  Michael ;  Siegel,  Brian  ;  .Amann.  Amanda 
Subject:  RE:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 

Hi  Sharon, 

50; 
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Hope  this  helps, 

Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov] 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  19,  2018  5:44  PM 
To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Malawer.  Hilary;  Jones,  Diane;  Brickman,  Michael;  Siegel,  Brian;  Amann.  Amanda 
Subject:  Re:  ED  Notice  Regarding  20 18-20 19  Negotiated  Rulemaking 

Elizabeth- 


Thanks, 


Sharon 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  1 8,  20 1 8,  at  8:5 1  PM,  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <£lizabcch.McFaddcn(ri'  cd.eov>  wrote: 

Sharon  - 

I  believe  you  may  have  already  received  this  document  from  our  Office  of  Postsecondary 
Education,  but  just  in  case,  I  am  enclosing  our  notice  to  commence  negotiated  rulemaking  on 
accreditation  and  related  issues  for  2018-2019  for  EOP  review.  Please  let  us  know  if  there  are 
any  comments  or  questions. 

Thanks. 

Elizabeth 


Elizabeth  A.  M.  McFadden 

Deputy  General  Counsel  for  Ethics,  Legislative  Counsel, 
and  Regulatory  Services 
U.S.  Department  of  Education 
L’lizabcth.mc  faddcn/'U'Cd.uov 


-  I  ,1  —  ^  ---  «  (L 
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Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 


Subject: 


From: 


Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  <Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov> 

Friday,  July  20,2018  12:07  PM 
Jones,  Diane;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Brickman,  Michael;  Siegel,  Brian;  Amann,  Amanda;  Gray, 
John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Tizzani,  Philip  M,  EOP/OMB;  Ray,  Paul  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB 
RE:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 


Just  for  clarificalion-  our  clearance  is  conditioned  on  ED’s  participation  in  a  PCC  that  will  be  starting  shortly. 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB 
Sent:  Friday,  July  20,  2018  12:03  PM 
To:  'Jones,  Diane’ ;  'McFadden.  Elizabeth' 

Cc:  'Mahaffie.  Lynn' ;  'Malawer,  Hilary' ;  'Brickman.  Michael' ;  'Siegel,  Brian' ;  'Amann.  Amanda’ ;  Gray.  John 
W.  EOP/OMB  ;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOPAVHO  ;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  ;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB  ;  Mann. 
NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  ;  Cassell,  Mary  1.  EOP/OMB  ;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB  ;  Hunt,  Alex  T. 
EOP/OMB 

Subject:  RE;  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 

Apologies  for  the  back  to  back  emails.  Just  to  clarify,  the  below  comments  arc  global  comments  that  do  not 
affect  the  Neg  Reg  Announcement.  We  clear  on  the  document  and  ED  can  proceed  with  publication. 


Sharon 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB 
Sent:  Friday,  July  20,  2018  12:00  PM 
To:  'Jones,  Diane’ ;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn  ;  Malawer,  Hilary  ;  Brickman,  Michael ;  Siegel,  Brian  ;  Amann,  Amanda  ;  Gray,  John  W. 
EOP/OMB  ;  Goad.  Robert  T.  EOPAVHO  ;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB  ;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB  ;  Mann, 
NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB  ;  Cassell.  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB  ;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB  ;  Hunt,  Alex  T. 
EOP/OMB 

Subject:  RE;  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 


+  others. 


Sharon 


From:  Jones,  Diane 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  19,  2018  10:44  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  ;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn  ;  Malawer,  Hilary  ;  Brickman,  Michael ;  Siegel,  Brian  ;  Amann,  Amanda 
Subject:  RE;  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 
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Hi  Sharon. 


Hope  this  helps. 

Diane 

From:  Mar.  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov] 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  19,  2018  5:44  PM 
To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Jones,  Diane;  Brickman,  Michael;  Siegel,  Brian;  Amann,  Amanda 
Subject:  Re:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 

Elizabeth- 


Thanks. 


Sharon 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  18,  2018,  at  8:51  PM,  McFadden,  Elizabeth  <Flizabcth  Mcfaddcnat  ed  gov>  wrote: 

Sharon  - 

1  believe  you  may  have  already  received  this  document  from  our  Office  of  Postsecondary 
Education,  but  just  in  case,  I  am  enclosing  our  notice  to  commence  negotiated  rulemaking  on 
accreditation  and  related  issues  for  2018-2019  for  EOP  review.  Please  let  us  know  if  there  are 
any  comments  or  questions. 
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Thanks. 


Elizabeth 


Elizabeth  A.  M.  McFadden 

Deputy  General  Counsel  for  Ethics,  Legislative  Counsel, 
and  Regulatory  Services 
U.S.  Department  of  Education 

202-401-6307 


ED  1 19) 


From:  Jones,  Diane  <Diane.Jones@ed.gov> 

Sent:  Friday.  July  20,  2018  12:10  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Brickman,  Michael;  Siegel,  Brian;  Amann,  Amanda;  Gray, 

John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Tizzani,  Philip  M,  EOP/OMB;  Ray,  Paul  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Cassell,  Mary  I.  EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J. 
EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB 

Subject;  RE:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 


tni - 

Diane 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov] 

Sent:  Friday,  July  20,  2018  12:07  PM 
To:  Jones,  Diane;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Brickman,  Michael;  Siegel,  Brian;  Amann,  Amanda;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB;  Goad, 
Robert  T.  EOP/WHO;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB;  Cassell,  Mary  I. 
EOP/OMB;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  RE:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 

Just  for  clarification-  our  clearance  is  conditioned  on  ED’s  participation  in  a  PCC  that  will  be  starting  shortly. 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB 
Sent:  Friday,  July  20,  2018  12:03  PM 
To:  'Jones,  Diane’ ;  'McFadden,  Elizabeth' 

Cc:  'Mahaffie,  Lynn' ;  'Malawer,  Hilary' ;  'Brickman,  Michael' ;  'Siegel,  Brian' ;  'Amann,  Amanda' ;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB 
;  Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO ;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB ;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB ;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB ;  Cassell, 
Mary  I.  EOP/OMB ;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB ;  Hunt,  Alex  T.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  RE:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 

Apologies  for  the  back  to  back  enrads  lust  to  clarify,  the  below  comments  are  global  comments  that  do  not  affect  the 
Neg  Reg  Announcement.  We  clear  on  the  document  ana  ED  can  proceed  with  publication 

Sharon 

From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB 
Sent:  Friday,  July  20, 2018 12:00  PM 
To:  'Jones,  Diane’ ;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn ;  Malawer,  Hilary ;  Brickman,  Michael ;  Siegel,  Brian ;  Amann,  Amanda ;  Gray,  John  W.  EOP/OMB ; 
Goad,  Robert  T.  EOP/WHO ;  Tizzani,  Philip  M.  EOP/OMB ;  Ray,  Paul  J.  EOP/OMB ;  Mann,  NOAH  S.  EOP/OMB ;  Cassell, 
Mary  I.  EOP/OMB ;  Mancini,  Dominic  J.  EOP/OMB ;  Hunt,  AlexT.  EOP/OMB 
Subject:  RE;  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 

+  others. 


BBT 


■  I  V  tL_ 

p\7ERSiGHT 


ED-18-0281  through  18-0286-C-002000 

ED  1(wnr3(w=  2000  (Jon  19) 


Sharon 


From:  Jones,  Diane 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  19, 2018  10:44  PM 

To:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB ;  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn ;  Malawer,  Hilary ;  Brickman,  Michael ;  Siegel,  Brian ;  Amann,  Amanda 
Subject:  RE:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 

Hi  Sharon, 

im - 


Hope  this  helps, 
Diane 


From:  Mar,  Sharon  M.  EOP/OMB  [mailto:Sharon_Mar@omb.eop.gov] 

Sent:  Thursday,  July  19,  2018  5:44  PM 
To:  McFadden,  Elizabeth 

Cc:  Mahaffie,  Lynn;  Malawer,  Hilary;  Jones,  Diane;  Brickman,  Michael;  Siegel,  Brian;  Amann,  Amanda 
Subject:  Re:  ED  Notice  Regarding  2018-2019  Negotiated  Rulemaking 

Elizabeth- 


Thanks, 


Sharon 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 

On  Jul  18.  2018,  at  8:51  PM.  McFadden.  Elizabeth  <Eli/abetli.Mi.-Fuddeiira''ed.auv>  wrote: 
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Sharon  - 


I  believe  you  may  have  already  received  this  document  from  our  Office  of  Postsecondary 
Education,  but  just  in  case,  I  am  enclosing  our  notice  to  commence  negotiated  rulemaking 
on  accreditation  and  related  issues  for  2018-2019  for  EOP  review.  Please  let  us  know  if 
there  are  any  comments  or  questions. 

Thanks. 

Elizabeth 


Elizabeth  A.  M.  McFadden 

Deputy  General  Counsel  for  Ethics,  Legislative  Counsel, 
and  Regulatory  Services 
U.S.  Department  of  Education 

■  '’.Jbeth  incfadd  c '  ly  ^  Ijiuy 

202-401-6307 


ED  19) 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GENERAL  COUNSEL 


July  31,  2019 


By  Electronic  Mail  Only 

Hart  W.  Wood,  Esq. 

American  Oversight 
1030  15"’  Street,  NW 
Suite  B255 

Washington,  DC  20005 

Re:  American  Oversight  i’.  U.S.  Department  of  Education  —  July  2019  Production 

Civil  Action  No.:  1 : 1 8-cv-02582 

FOIA  Request  Nos.:  17-01727-F;  17-01730-F;  17-01732-F;  17-01734-F;  17-01737-F;  17- 
01739-F 


Dear  Mr.  Wood: 

Attached  you  will  find  the  July  2019  production  of  records  responsive  to  the  above-captioned  FOIA 
litigation.  This  production  contains  the  final  records  located  by  the  Department  of  Education  in 
response  to  your  FOIA  requests. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  matter,  I  can  be  reached  at  (202)  401-0409  or  at 
Lvdia.Makande@ed.  gov. 


Sincerely, 


Lydia  T.  Makande 
General  Attorney 


Enclosure:  as  stated  (18  pages) 


400  MARYLAND  AVE.  S.W.,  WASHINGTON,  DC  20202-1 100 
www.ed.gov 


The  Department  of Education 's  mission  is  to  promote  student  achievement  and  preparation  for  global  competitiveness 
AM  ER I  CAN  fostering  educational  excellence  and  ensuring  equal  access. 


PVERSIGHT 


FOIA  Request  Information  Sheet 


You  are  being  provided  a  list  of  records  responsive  to  your  FOIA  request.  You  may  review  the 
list  and  advise  us  which  documents  you  would  like  to  receive  a  full  copy  of.  You  may  e-mail 
Tanya  Monroe  at  Tanva.Monroe@.ed.gov  to  advise,  or  fax  her  back  a  copy  of  the  list  with  the 
items  of  interest  checked  (202-260-7867). 

The  record  layout  of  the  list  is  as  follows: 

Name  Tracking  Control  Number  Incoming/Outgoing  File  Code  Date  of  Incoming 
Subject  of  letter 

Additional  authors  or  concerned  parties 

Incoming/Outgoing  designates  whether  it  was  an  incoming  letter  from  the  person  listed  in  Name, 
or  whether  it  was  an  outgoing  letter  initiated  by  the  Department  of  Education  (such  as  a  letter 
forwarding  a  report). 

The  Additional  Authors  field  lists  other  writers  when  more  than  one  person  signed  the  letter  or 
when  more  than  one  person  was  the  addressee  on  an  outgoing  letter  from  the  Department.  That 
field  is  also  used  to  note  concerned  parties  within  or  outside  the  Department.  If  only  one  person 
signed  the  letter,  that  author’s  name  is  repeated  in  the  "additional  authors"  location  on  the  report. 
If  your  request  included  records  prior  to  1 995,  that  field  is  not  present  as  the  previous  tracking 
system  did  not  have  such  a  field. 

Note  that  this  listing  is  a  printout  of  the  tracking  system  only.  If  a  letter  was  assigned  for  direct 
reply  to  an  office  outside  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  it  is  unlikely  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
would  still  have  a  copy  of  the  incoming  document,  and  in  no  case  would  it  have  a  copy  of  the 
response.  Also  please  note  that,  although  a  letter  is  still  listed  in  the  tracking  system,  the 
Department  may  no  longer  have  possession  of  the  actual  file  as  it  may  have  been  destroyed  or 
transferred  to  the  National  Archives  consistent  with  government  records  retention  policies.  Be 
aware  that  requests  for  full  copies  of  documents  will  likely  involve  substantial  additional  search 
and  review  time  beyond  that  already  incurred  inasmuch  as  the  records  are  spread  among 
principal  offices  throughout  the  Department  and  will  need  to  be  located  and  prepared  for  release. 
Note  also  that  documents  contained  on  the  list  are  still  subject  to  review  and  may  be  withheld 
consistent  with  appropriate  exemptions  under  FOIA. 

The  attached  is  a  complete  listing  from  our  tracking  system  of  the  documents  requested.  All 
requested  records  were  included  on  the  list. 

If  your  request  was  for  a  specific  individual  and  also  requested  letters  from  members  of  the 
individual's  staff,  you  will  need  to  provide  those  specific  names  you  wish  us  to  query. 


6/2009 


AMERICAN 

PVERSIGHT 


3/19/2019 


U.S.  Department  of  Education 

FOLA  Report 


Name;  Durbin,  Honorable  Richard  J.  17-010570  I  5/17/2017 

Subject:  WROTE  TO  ED  TO  REQUEST  AN  UPDATE  ON  THE  PROCESSING  OF  BORROWER 
DEFENSE  CLAIMS  FOR  STUDENTS  WHO  WERE  DEFRAUDED  BY  THEIR  COLLEGES  AND 
UNIVERSITIES,  THEY  REQUEST  A  RESPONSE  TO  THEIR  SIX  QUESTIONS  BY  MAY  31,  2017 

Additional  Authoi^; 

Durbin,  Honorable  Richard  J. 

Murray,  Honorable  Patty 
Schumer,  Honorable  Charles  E. 

Brown,  Honorable  Sherrod 
Warren,  Honorable  Elizabeth 


Name:  Masto,  Honorable  Catherine  1 7-0 11281  I  5/30/20 1 7 

Cortez 

Subject:  REQUESTS  DATA  ON  THE  DEPARTMENTS  EFFORT  TO  PROVIDE  RELIEF  FOR 
NEVADA  STUDENTS  UNDER  THE  CLOSED  SCHOOL  DISCHARGES  AND  THE  BORROWER 
DEFENSE  TO  REPAYMENT 
Additional  Authors: 

Masto,  Honorable  Catherine  Cortez 
Heller,  Honorable  Dean 


Name:  Foxx,  Honorable  Virginia  17-011428  I  5/30/2017 

Subject:  RECOMMENDS  THE  DEPARTMENT  DELAY  ITS  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE 
BORROWER  DEFENSE  REGULATIONS  UNTIL  NEW  RULEMAKING  PROCESS  ADDRESSES 
BORROWER  DEFENSE  CLAIMS  OR  UNTIL  CONGRESS  TAKE  UP  REFORMS  TO  THE 
HIGHER  EDUCATION  ACT  (HEA) 

Additional  Authors; 

Foxx,  Honorable  Virginia 
 Goodlatte,  Bob 


Name:  Warren,  Honorable  Elizabeth  17-012119  I  6/8/2017 

Subject:  WROTE  TO  THE  SECRETARY  INQUIRING  ABOUT  REPORTS  THAT  ED  IS 
CONSIDERING  DELAYING  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  BORROWER  DEFENSE 
REGULATIONS.  THEY  SUBMIT  THREE  QUESTIONS  FOR  RESPONSE  BY  JUNE  15 


Additional  Authom: 

Warren,  Honorable  Elizabeth 
Murray,  Honorable  Patty 
Brown,  Honorable  Sherrod 
Durbin,  Honorable  Richard  J, 


AMERICAN 
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Name:  Murray,  Honorable  Patty  17-013486  I  6/29/2017 

Subject:  WROTE  ABOUT  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  RECENT  DECISION  TO  DELAY  THE 
BORROWER  DEFENSE  RULE.  THEY  URGE  THE  DEPARTMENT  TO  REVERSE  THE 
DECISION  AND  ALLOW  ALL  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BORROW  DEFENSE  RULE  TO  GO  INTO 
EFFECT  JULY  1, 2017. 

Additional  Authors: 

Murray,  Honorable  Patty 
Clark,  Honorable  Katherine 
McCollum,  Honorable  Betty 
Shea-Porter,  Honorable  Carol 
Hanabusa,  Honorable  Colleen 
Wyden,  Honorable  Ron 
Whitehouse,  The  Honorable  Sheldon 
Klobuchar,  Honorable  Amy 
Demings,  Honorable  Butler  Val 
Takano,  Honorable  Mark 
Wilson,  Honorable  Frederica 
Carson,  Honorable  Andre’ 

Kilmer,  Honorable  Derek 
Krishnamoorthi,  Honorable  Raja 
Polls,  Honorable  Jared 
Grijalva,  Honorable  Raul  M, 

Garamendi,  Honorable  John 
Bordallo,  Honorable  Madeline  Z. 

Jayapal,  Honorable  Pramila 
Feiostein,  Honorable  Diane 
Franken,  The  Honorable  A1 
Gillibrand,  Honorable  Kirsten  E. 

Leahy,  Honorable  Patrick 
Booker,  Honorable  Cory  A. 

Markey,  Honorable  Edward 
Merkley,  Honorable  Jeffirey  A, 

Murphy,  Honorable  Christopher  S. 

Reed,  The  Honorable  Jack 
Sanders,  Honorable  Bernard 
Baldwin,  Honorable  Tammy 
Shaheen,  Honorable  Jeanne 
Stabenow,  Honorable  Debbie 
HoLlen,  Honorable  Chris  Van 
Scott,  Robert  C.  "Bobby” 

Warren,  Honorable  Elizabeth 
DeLauro,  Honorable  Rosa  L. 

Durbin,  Honorable  Richard  J. 

Davis,  Honorable  Susan  A. 

Brown,  Honorable  Sherrod 
Bonamici,  Honorable  Suzanne 
Schumer,  Honorable  Charles  E. 

Bluinenthal,  Honorable  Richard 
Harris,  Honorable  Kamala  D. 

Cardin,  Honorable  Benjamin 
Carper,  Honorable  Thomas  R, 

Casey,  Jr,,  Honorable  Robert  P. 

Coons,  Honorable  Christopher  A. 

Masto,  Honorable  Catherine 
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Name:  Takano,  Honorable  Mark  17-013652  I  6/22/2017 

Subject:  WROTE  ABOUT  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  DECISION  TO  DELAY  THE  BORROWER 
DEFENSE  TO  REPAYMENT  RULE  AND  THE  GAINFUL  EMPLOYMENT  RULE.  THEY 
URGED  THE  DEPARTMENT  TO  RECONSIDER  THE  DECISION  AND  SWIFTLY  MOVE  TO 
IMPLEMENT  BOTH  RULES. 

Additional  Authors: 

Takano,  Honorable  Mark 
Grijalva,  Honorable  Raul  M. 

Bonamici,  Honorable  Suzanne 
Polls,  Honorable  Jared 
Shea-Porter,  Honorable  Carol 


Name:  Klobuchar,  Honorable  Amy  1 7-0 1 7486  I  9/6/201 7 

Subject;  REQUEST  ED  TAKE  ACTIONS  REGARDING  STUDENT  LOANS  AND  QUICKLY 
CLARIFY  ITS  APPROACH  TO  REFORM  THE  STUDENT  LOAN  SERVICING  SYSTEM;  ISSUE 
CLARIFICATION  OF  POLICY  ON  THE  PSLF  AND  ENSURE  STUDENT  ACCESS  TO  INFO 
THROUGH  BORROWER  DEFENSE  AND  GAINFUL  EMPLOYMENT  RULES 
Additional  Authors: 

Klofauchar,  Honorable  Amy 


Name:  Murray,  Honorable  Patty  17-021471  I  11/13/2017 

Subject;  WROTE  CONCERNING  THE  DECISION  TO  CLOSE  PART  OF  FEDERAL 
RULEMAKING  FROM  THE  PUBLIC  WITH  REGARD  TO  TRANSPARENCY  SURROUNDING 
THE  BORROWER  DEFENSE  RULE.  REQUEST  ED  OPEN  SUBCOMMITTEE  MEETINGS  TO 
THE  PUBLIC  AND  RATIONALE  FOR  MEETINGS  BEING  PRIVATE 
Additional  Authors: 

Murray,  Honorable  Patty 
DeLauro,  Honorable  Rosa  L. 


Name:  Murray,  Honorable  Patty  17-021519  I  11/14/2017 

Subject:  EXPRESS  STRONG  CONCERN  AND  REQUEST  MORE  INFORMATION  ABOUT  ED'S 
CONSIDERATION  TO  LIMIT  THE  AMOUNT  OF  STUDENT  LOAN  DEBT  RELIEF  FOR 
DEFRAUDED  STUDENTS.  THEY  SUGGEST  USING  PROTECTIONS  PROVIDED  BY  THE 
1 1/16/17  BORROWER  DEFENSE  RULE.  7  QUESTIONS  FOR  RESPONSE. 

Additional  Authors: 

Murray,  Honorable  Patty 

Scott,  Honorable  Robert  C.  "Bobby" 

Warren,  Elizabeth 
Bonamici,  Honorable  Suzanne 
Durbin,  Richard  J, 

Davis,  Honorable  Susan  A. 

Reed,  The  Honorable  Jack 
Sablan,  Honorable  Gregorio  Kilili  Camacho 
Blutnenthal,  Honorable  Richard 
Shea-Porter,  Honorable  Carol 
Schumer,  Honorable  Charles  E. 

Grijalva,  Honorable  Raul  M. 

Carper,  Honorable  Thomas  R. 
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Rochester,  Honorable  Lisa  Blunt 
Brown,  Sherrod 
Takano,  Honorable  Mark 
Nelson,  Honorable  Bill 
Espaillat^  Honorable  Adriano 
Desaulnier,  Honorable  Mark 
Courtney^  Honorable  Joe 
Wilson,  Honorable  Frederica  S. 
Fudge,  Honorable  Marcia  L, 
Krishnamoorthi,  Honorable  Raja 
Norcross,  Honorable  Donald 
Adams,  Honorable  Alma 
Polis,  Honorable  Jared 


Name:  Blumenthal,  Honorable  Richard  1 7-02 1 62 1  I  1 1/16/20 1 7 

Subject:  WROTE  REGARDING  IMPACT  OF  BACKLOG  OF  BORROWER  DEFENSE  CLAIMS 
ON  VETERANS,  THEY  ASK  THAT  ED  RELEASE  DATA  ON  THE  SCOPE  AND  STATUS  OF 
PENDING  VETERAN  BORROWER  DEFENSE  CLAIMS  AND  CROSS  REFERENCE  ALL 
PREVIOUS  AND  PENDING  CLAIMS  WITH  THE  DOD  AND  DEPT  OF  VA 
Additional  Authors: 

Blumenthal,  Honorable  Richard 

Warren,  Elizabeth 

Carper,  Honorable  Thomas  R. 

Brown,  Sherrod 

Durbin,  Richard  J.  


Name:  Durbin,  Richard  J.  1 8-00623 1  I  4/20/20 1 8 

Subject:  WROTE  TO  REQUEST  AN  UPDATED  RESPONSE  TO  THEIR  MAY  17,  2018,  LETTER 
REGARDING  THE  PROCESSING  OF  BORROWER  DEFENSE  CLAIMS  FOR  STUDENTS.  THEY 
REQUEST  A  RESPONSE  TO  THIS  LETTER  BY  MAY  4, 2018 
Additional  Authors: 

Durbin,  Richard  J. 

Murray,  Patty 

Schumer,  Honorable  Charles 
Brown,  Sherrod 
Warren,  Elizabeth 
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U.S.  Department  of  Education 

FOL4  Report 


Name:  Durbin,  Honorable  Richard  J.  17-010570  I  5/17/2017 

Subject:  WROTE  TO  ED  TO  REQUEST  AN  UPDATE  ON  THE  PROCESSING  OF  BORROWER 
DEFENSE  CLAIMS  FOR  STUDENTS  WHO  WERE  DEFRAUDED  BY  THEIR  COLLEGES  AND 
UNIVERSITIES,  THEY  REQUEST  A  RESPONSE  TO  THEIR  SIX  QUESTIONS  BY  MAY  31,  2017 

Additional  Authors; 

Ehubin,  Honorable  Richard  J. 

Murray,  Honorable  Patty 
Schumer,  Honorable  Charles  E. 

Brown,  Honorable  Sherrod 
Warren,  Honorable  Elizabeth 


Name:  Masto,  Honorable  Catherine  17-011281  I  5/30/2017 

Cortez 

Subject:  REQUESTS  DATA  ON  THE  DEPARTMENTS  EFFORT  TO  PROVIDE  RELIEF  FOR 
NEVADA  STUDENTS  UNDER  THE  CLOSED  SCHOOL  DISCHARGES  AND  THE  BORROWER 
DEFENSE  TO  REPAYMENT 
Additional  Authors: 

Masto,  Honorable  Catherine  Cortez 
Heller,  Honorable  Dean 


Name;  Foxx,  Honorable  Virginia  17-011428  I  5/30/2017 

Subject:  RECOMMENDS  THE  DEPARTMENT  DELAY  ITS  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE 
BORROWER  DEFENSE  REGULATIONS  UNTIL  NEW  RULEMAKING  PROCESS  ADDRESSES 
BORROWER  DEFENSE  CLAIMS  OR  UNTIL  CONGRESS  TAKE  UP  REFORMS  TO  THE 
HIGHER  EDUCATION  ACT  (HEA) 

Additional  Authors: 

Foxx,  Honorable  Virginia 
Goodlatte,  Bob 


Name:  Warren,  Honorable  Elizabeth  17-012119  I  6/8/2017 

Subject:  WROTE  TO  THE  SECRETARY  INQUIRING  ABOUT  REPORTS  THAT  ED  IS 
CONSIDERING  DELAYING  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  THE  BORROWER  DEFENSE 
REGULATIONS.  THEY  SUBMIT  THREE  QUESTIONS  FOR  RESPONSE  BY  JUNE  15 


Additional  Authors: 

Warren,  Honorable  Elizabeth 
Murray,  Honorable  Patty 
Brown,  Honorable  Sherrod 
Durbin,  Honorable  Richard  J. 


Name:  Murray,  Honorable  Patty  17-013486 


6/29/2017 
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Subject:  WROTE  ABOUT  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  RECENT  DECISION  TO  DELAY  THE 
BORROWER  DEFENSE  RULE.  THEY  URGE  THE  DEPARTMENT  TO  REVERSE  THE 
DECISION  AND  ALLOW  ALL  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BORROW  DEFENSE  RULE  TO  GO  INTO 
EFFECT  JULY  1,  2017. 

Additional  Authors: 

Murray^  Honorable  Patty 
Clark,  Honorable  Katherine 
McCollum,  Honorable  Betty 
Shea-Porter,  Honorable  Carol 
Hanabusa,  Honorable  Colleen 
Wyden,  Honorable  Ron 
Whitehouse,  The  Honorable  Sheldon 
Klobuchar,  Honorable  Amy 
Demings,  Honorable  Butler  Val 
Takano,  Honorable  Mark 
Wilson,  Honorable  Frederica 
Carson,  Honorable  Andre' 

Kilmer,  Honorable  Derek 
Krishnamoorthi,  Honorable  Raja 
Polls,  Honorable  Jared 
Grijalva,  Honorable  Raul  M. 

Garamendi,  Honorable  John 
Bordallo,  Honorable  Madeline  Z. 

Jayapal,  Honorable  Pramila 
Feinstein,  Honorable  Diane 
Franken,  The  Honorable  A1 
Gillibrand,  Honorable  Kirsten  E. 

Leahy,  Honorable  Patrick 
Booker,  Honorable  Cory  A, 

Markey,  Honorable  Edward 
Merkley,  Honorable  Jeffrey  A, 

Murphy,  Honorable  Christopher  S. 

Reed,  The  Honorable  Jack 
Sanders,  Honor^le  Bernard 
Baldwin,  Honorable  Tammy 
Shaheen,  Honorable  Jeanne 
Stabenow,  Honorable  Debbie 
Hollen,  Honorable  Chris  Van 
Scott,  Robert  C.  "Bobby’^ 

Warren,  Honorable  Elizabeth 
DeLauro,  Honorable  Rosa  L. 

Durbin,  Honorable  Richard  J, 

Davis,  Honorable  Susan  A, 

Brown,  Honorable  Sherrod 
Bonamici,  Honorable  Suzaime 
Schumer,  Honorable  Charles  E. 

Blumenthal,  Honorable  Richard 
Harris,  Honorable  Kamala  D, 

Cardin,  Honorable  Benjamin 
Carper,  Honorable  Thomas  R* 

Casey,  Jr*,  Honorable  Robert  P, 

Coons,  Honorable  Christopher  A, 

Masto,  Honorable  Catherine 
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Name:  Takano,  Honorable  Mark  17-013652  I  6/22/2017 

Subject:  WROTE  ABOUT  THE  DEPARTMENT’S  DECISION  TO  DELAY  THE  BORROWER 
DEFENSE  TO  REPAYMENT  RULE  AND  THE  GAINFUL  EMPLOYMENT  RULE.  THEY 
URGED  THE  DEPARTMENT  TO  RECONSIDER  THE  DECISION  AND  SWIFTLY  MOVE  TO 
IMPLEMENT  BOTH  RULES. 

Additional  Authors: 

Takano,  Honorable  Mark 
Grijalva,  Honorable  Raul  M. 

Bonamici,  Honorable  Suzanne 
Polls,  Honorable  Jared 
Shea-Porter,  Honorable  Carol 


Name:  Klobuchar,  Honorable  Amy  17-017486  I  9/6/2017 

Subject:  REQUEST  ED  TAKE  ACTIONS  REGARDING  STUDENT  LOANS  AND  QUICKLY 
CLARIFY  ITS  APPROACH  TO  REFORM  THE  STUDENT  LOAN  SERVICING  SYSTEM;  ISSUE 
CLARIFICATION  OF  POLICY  ON  THE  PSLF  AND  ENSURE  STUDENT  ACCESS  TO  INFO 
THROUGH  BORROWER  DEFENSE  AND  GAINFUL  EMPLOYMENT  RULES 
Additional  Authors: 

Klobuchar,  Honorable  Amy 


Name:  Murray,  Honorable  Patty  17-021471  I  11/13/2017 

Subject:  WROTE  CONCERNING  THE  DECISION  TO  CLOSE  PART  OF  FEDERAL 
RULEMAKING  FROM  THE  PUBLIC  WITH  REGARD  TO  TRANSPARENCY  SURROUNDING 
THE  BORROWER  DEFENSE  RULE.  REQUEST  ED  OPEN  SUBCOMMITTEE  MEETINGS  TO 
THE  PUBLIC  AND  RATIONALE  FOR  MEETINGS  BEING  PRIVATE 
Additional  Authors: 

Murray,  Honorable  Patty 

DeLauro,  Honorable  Rosa  L.  


Name:  Murray,  Honorable  Patty  17-021519  I  11/14/2017 

Subject:  EXPRESS  STRONG  CONCERN  AND  REQUEST  MORE  INFORMATION  ABOUT  ED'S 
CONSIDERATION  TO  LIMIT  THE  AMOUNT  OF  STUDENT  LOAN  DEBT  RELIEF  FOR 
DEFRAUDED  STUDENTS.  THEY  SUGGEST  USING  PROTECTIONS  PROVIDED  BY  THE 
1 1/16/17  BORROWER  DEFENSE  RULE.  7  QUESTIONS  FOR  RESPONSE. 

Additional  Authors: 

Murray,  Honorable  Patty 

Scott,  Honorable  Robert  C.  "Bobby" 

Warren,  Elizabeth 
Bonamici,  Honorable  Suzanne 
Durbin,  Richard  J. 

Davis,  Honorable  Susan  A. 

Reed,  The  Honor^le  Jack 
Sablan,  Honorable  Gregorio  Kilili  Camacho 
Blumenthal,  Honorable  Richard 
Shea-Porter,  Honorable  Carol 
Schumer,  Honorable  Charles  E. 

Grijalva,  Honorable  Raul  M. 

Carper,  Honorable  Thomas  R. 
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Rochester,  Honorable  Lisa  Blunt 
Brown,  Sherrod 
Takano,  Honorable  Mark 
Nelson,  Honorable  Bill 
Espaillat,  Honorable  Adriano 
Desaulnier,  Honorable  Mark 
Courtney,  Honorable  Joe 
Wilson,  Honorable  Frederica  S. 
Fudge,  Honorable  Marcia  L. 
Krishnamoorthi,  Honorable  Raja 
Norcross,  Honorable  Donald 
Adams,  Honorable  Alma 
Polls,  Honorable  Jared 


Name:  Blumenthal,  Honorable  Richard  1 7-02 1621  I  11/1 6/20 1 7 

Subject:  WROTE  REGARDING  IMPACT  OF  BACKLOG  OF  BORROWER  DEFENSE  CLAIMS 
ON  VETERANS.  THEY  ASK  THAT  ED  RELEASE  DATA  ON  THE  SCOPE  AND  STATUS  OF 
PENDING  VETERAN  BORROWER  DEFENSE  CLAIMS  AND  CROSS  REFERENCE  ALL 
PREVIOUS  AND  PENDING  CLAIMS  WITH  THE  DOD  AND  DEPT  OF  VA 
Additional  Authors: 

Blumenthal,  Honorable  Richard 

Warren,  Elizabeth 

Carper,  Honorable  Thomas  R. 

Brown,  Sherrod 
Durbin,  Richard  J. 


Name:  Durbin,  Richard  J.  18-006231  I  4/20/2018 

Subject:  WROTE  TO  REQUEST  AN  UPDATED  RESPONSE  TO  THEIR  MAY  17, 2018,  LETTER 
REGARDING  THE  PROCESSING  OF  BORROWER  DEFENSE  CLAIMS  FOR  STUDENTS.  THEY 
REQUEST  A  RESPONSE  TO  THIS  LETTER  BY  MAY  4, 201 8 
Additional  Authors: 

Durbin,  Richard  J, 

Murray,  Patty 

Schumer,  Honorable  Charles 

Brown,  Sherrod 

Warren,  Elizabeth     
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March  14,  2019 


MEMORANDUM  TO  FOIA  SERVICE  CENTER 


FROM: 


Tracey  St.  Pierre 

Director,  Office  of  Executive  Secretariat 


RE: 


FOIA  Request  from  Austin  Evers,  1 8-0 172  7- F 


This  is  in  response  to  the  April  27,  2018,  FOIA  request  from  Austin  Evers,  18-01727-F,  which 
we  received  in  our  office  on  April  30,  2018,  seeking  all  decision  memoranda,  directives,  or 
policy  guidance  related  to  the  borrower  defense  rule  signed,  approved,  or  otherwise  adopted  by 
specified  officials  including  Secretary  Betsy  DeVos. 

Please  provide  the  requestor  with  the  documents  provided  in  response  to  1 8-0068  3 -F. 

The  remaining  responsive  documents  for  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  are  Federal  Register  notices 
and  can  be  accessed  via  the  following  links. 

https://ifap.cd.gOv/fregisters/FR061617PostponetofCertainProvisionsBorrowerDefenseRegs.html 

June  16,  2017 

https :  //ifap .  ed.  gov/  fregisters/F  R083  0 1 7 .  html 

August  30,  2017 

https://www.  federalregister .  gov/documents/20 17/1 0/24/20 17-22850/ student-ass  istance-  general- 

provisions-federal-perkins-loan-program-lederal-familv-education-loan 

October  24,  2017 

https :  //www.  federalregister .  gov/documents/20 17/1 0/24/20 17-22851  /student- ass  istance-  general- 

provisions-federal-perkins-loan-program-federal-familv-education-loan 

October  24,  2017 

https :  //www.  federalregister .  gov/documents/20 18/02/14/2018-03090/ student-ass  istance-  general- 

provisions-federal-perkins-loan-program-federal-familv-education-loan 

February  14,  2018 

httpsr//www.  federalregister.  gov/documents/20 1 8/07/ 1 9/2018- 1 5260/student-assistance-general- 

provisions-federal-perkins-loan-program-federal-familv-education-loan 

July  19,2018 

https://www.federairegister.gov/documents/20 1 8/07/31/2018- 1 5  823/student-ass  istance- general- 

provision  s-federal-perkins-loan-program-tederal-familv-education -loan 

July  31,2018 
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Jones,  Sharon 


Subject: 

Location: 

E.O.  I286G  Meeting  on  Borrower  Defense  and  Refated  Issues 

Roorii  9258  New  Executive  Office  Building 

Start: 

End: 

Thu  5/17/2018  9:30  AM 

Thu  5/17/2018  10:00  AM 

Recurrence: 

[none) 

Meeting  Status: 

Accepted 

Organizer: 

EchoJs.  Mabel  E.  EOP/OMB 

This  meeting  was  requested  by  Jennifer  Wang,  The  Institute  for  College  Access  &  Success, 

Call-in: [(bjTs)  ];  code  |(b)(6}  |, 

Here's  the  link  for  security  if  needed:  https://event5.whitehou5e.gnv/?rid-JYDrDDKXY4.  Please  include  full  names  (first, 
middle  and  last)  for  security.  Thanks. 
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Jones,  Sharon 


Subject: 

Location: 

E.O.  12866  Meeting  on  Borrower  Defense  and  Related  Issues 

Room  9258  Mew  Executive  Office  Building 

Start: 

End: 

Thu  5/17/2018  4:00  PM 

Thu  5/17/2018  4:30  PM 

Recurrence: 

(none) 

Meeting  Status: 

Accepted 

Organizer: 

Echols,  Mabel  E.  EOP/OMB 

This  meeting  was  requested  by  Walter  Ochinko,  Veterans  Education  Success, 

Call-in: [^)(6)  |;  code |(b)(6) 

Here^s  the  link  for  security  if  needed:  https://events.whrtehoiise,gov/?rtd^9H4F9j2KJ2.  Please  include  full  names  (first, 
middle  and  last)  for  security.  Thanks, 
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Jones,  Sharon 


Subject: 

Location: 

E.O.  12866  Meeting  on  Borrower  Defense  and  Related  Issues 

Room  9258  New  Executive  Office  Building 

Start: 

End: 

Fri  5/25/2018  2:00  PM 

Fri  5/25/2018  2:30  PM 

Recurrence: 

(none) 

Meeting  Status: 

Accepted 

Organizer: 

Echois,  Mabel  E.  EOP/OMB 

This  meeting  was  requested  by  Senya  Merchant,  Generation  Progress  on  behalf  of  Young 
Invincibles. 

Call-in:  |:  code |(b)(s) 

Here’s  the  link  for  security  if  needed;  https://events.whitehouse.qov/?rid=PY799V737F.  Please 
include  full  names  (first,  middle  and  last)  for  security.  Thanks. 
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Jones,  Sharon 


Subject: 

Location: 

E.O.  12866  Meeting  on  Borrower  Defense  and  Related  Issues 

Room  9276  New  Executive  Office  Building 

Start: 

End: 

Wed  5/30/2018  11:30  AM 

Wed  5/30/2018  12:00  PM 

Recurrence: 

(none) 

Meeting  Status: 

Accepted 

Organizer: 

Echols,  Mabel  E.  EOP/OMB 

This  meeting  was  requested  by  Tariq  Habash,  The  Century  Foundation. 

Call-in:pi^  |;  code|W(S)  , 

Here’s  the  link  for  security  if  needed;  https.7/events.whitehouse.qov/?rid-JH8WY2RG89.  Please 
include  full  names  (first,  middle  and  last)  for  security.  Thanks. 
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Jones,  Sharon 


Subject: 

Location: 

E.O.  12866  Meeting  on  Borrower  Defense  and  Related  Issues 

Room  9258  New  Executive  Office  Building 

Start: 

End: 

Wed  5/30/2018  3:30  PM 

Wed  5/30/2018  4:00  PM 

Recurrence: 

(none) 

Meeting  Status: 

Accepted 

Organizer: 

Echols,  Mabel  E,  EOP/OMB 

This  meeting  was  requested  by  Daniel  liertoni,  California  Department  of  Justice, 

Call-in:^W6)  I:  code  |(b)(S) 

Here's  the  link  for  security  if  needed:  https://events,whitehou5e.gQv/?rid=TPKQCQ7MY4.  Please  include  full  names 
{first,  middle  and  last)  for  security.  Thanks. 
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Jones,  Sharon 


Subject: 

Location: 

E.O.  12866  Meeting  on  Sorrower  Defense  and  Related  Issues 

Room  9276  New  Executive  Office  Building 

Start: 

End: 

Thu  E/31/2018  11:00  AM 

Thu  5/31/201S  11:30  AM 

Recurrence: 

(none) 

Meeting  Status: 

Accepted 

Organizer: 

Echols,  Mabef  E.  EOP/OM8 

This  meeting  was  requested  by  Martha  Fulford,  National  Student  Legal  Defense  Network. 

Call-in:  I:  code  |(b)(6) 

Here’s  the  link  for  security  If  needed:  https://events.whltehouse.aov/7rid-8BQBJ92B6H.  Please 
include  full  names  (first,  middle  and  last)  for  security.  Thanks, 
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Jones,  Sharon 


Subject: 

Location: 

E.O.  12866  Meeting  on  Borrower  Defense  and  Related  issues 

Room  1025S  New  Executive  Office  Building 

Start: 

End: 

rue6/S/201S  10:00  AM 

Tue  6/5/2018  10:30  AM 

Recurrence: 

(none) 

Meeting  Status: 

Accepted 

Organizer: 

Echols,  Mabel  E,  EOP/OMB 

This  meeting  was  requested  by  Ashley  Harrington,  Center  for  Responsible  Lending. 

Call-in:  _ ;  code|(^)(S) 

Here’s  the  link  for  security  if  needed:  https://events.whitehQuse  qov/?rid=H9TJHRYFCH.  Please 
include  full  names  (first,  middle  and  last)  for  security.  Thanks. 
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Jones,  Sharon 


Subject: 

FW:  E.O.  12866  Meeting  on  Borrower  Defense  and  Related  Issues 

location: 

Room  10258  New  Executive  Office  Building 

Start: 

Tue  5/15/2015  10:00  AM 

End: 

Tue  5/15/2G18  10:30  AM 

Show  Time  As: 

Tentative 

Recurrence: 

(none) 

Meeting  Status: 

Tentatively  accepted 

Organizer: 

Echoh,  Mabel  E.  EOP/OMB 

- Original  Appointment - 

From:  Echols,  Mabel  E.  EOP/OMB  rmailto: Mabel  E.  Echois@omb.eop. gov] 

Sent:  Monday,  May  07,  2018  2:39  PM 

To:  Echols,  Mabel  E-  EOP/OMB;  McFadden,  Elizabeth;  Malawer,  Hilary 

Subject;  E.O.  12366  Meeting  on  Borrower  Defense  and  Related  Issues 

When:  Tuesday,  May  15,  2018  10:00  AM-10:30  AM  CUTC-05:00)  Eastern  Time  (US  8^  Canada). 

Where:  Room  10258  New  Executive  Office  Building 


This  meeting  was  requested  by  Julie  Murray,  Public  Citizen  Litigation  Group. 


(b)(6) 


(b)(6) 


Here's  the  link  for  security  if  needed:  https://events.whitehouse.gQv/?rid=^RTJ8JTKH2R,  Please  include  full  names  (first, 
middle  and  last)  for  security.  Thanks. 
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